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ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE. 


INCORPORATED a.p. 1720. 


FIRE, LIFE, SEA, ACCIDENTS, 


EMPLOYERS’ 


BURGLARY, ANNUITIES, 
LIABILITY. 


The Corporation will act as :— 


EXECUTOR OF WILLS. 


TRUSTEE OF WILLS AND SETTLEMENTS. 


FUNDS IN 


HAND EXCEED 


£,5,250,000. 
Special Terms granted to ANNUITANTS when health is impaired. 


Apply for Full Prospectus to the Secretary, 


Head Office: 


ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C. 





PHENIX ASSURANCE CO., Ltd. 


PHG@NIX FIRE OFFICE. 


ESTABLISHED 1782. 
19, LOMBARD STREET, and 57, CHARING CROSS, LONDON. 


Lowest Current Rates. 


Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 





IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 





In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 


X 


To see that the Insurance Covenantsinclude a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 


Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION 


ean be obtained on application to 
AND 


GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 


24, 


MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


Mortgages on Licensed Properties Guaranteed promptly. 





LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 





ESTABLISHED 


1836. 





FUNDS : : : 
INCOME - : : 
YEARLY BUSINESS - 
BUSINESS IN FORCE 


- - ef 5,123,000 
£678,000 
- - £ 2,600,000 
- = £ 19,000,000 


THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 


Wrrnovut Prorirts. 


The Rates for these Whole 


| Age | Premmum | Age 
| «0 |s1 78% | 30 


Premium | Age Premium | 
61 16 7, | 40 ‘| 62 10%, 


Life Policies are very moderate. 








£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 


Accordmg to last ronults 


Valuation at 2) p.c 


| Sema 


Duration 
| Amount of Policy 


| 10 yra. 





£1,199 


‘Fim Table of Mortality. 
20 yrs. | 30 yre. yn. 
 gi4s8 | alta | 88, 1067 


Full information on application to 


THE MANAGER, 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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The President of the Law Society. 
Tux news that Mr. Frapcats has been compelled by ill-health 
to decline his nomination as President of the Law Society will 


be received with much regret. We believe that both on the 
Council and on committees of the Council his services have been 
very valuable, and he was looked forward to as likely to make 
an efficient President. Mr. Arruze takes his place. 


The New Crown Office Rules. 


WE PRINTED recently (anée, p. 482) the draft alterations which 
it was pro to make in the Crown Office Rules, and it was 
es Se eae eee not contained in the draft would 

reproduced wi y necessary 
pe an have now been effected, 
1906, which have just been published, and which are to come 
into operation on the 24th of Dotober next, will take the place 
of the rules of 1886. In point of number the new rules shew a 
substantial reduction—269 as against the 308 which have hitherto 
been in force. ee ee 
application of the Rules of the Supreme dichorto this upplce- 
Crown side of the King's Bench Divi Division. oe ing Ti 
tion has been confined in the main to civil 
R. 8.0. ord. 68, r. 2, 
R. 8.0. to civil 
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additional orders either to civil 
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to criminal proceedings rule 27 (Special Allowances and General 
Regulations) of that order. Among other alterations atten- 
tion may be directed to rule 9, which empowers every first or 
second Re clerk in the Crown Office to take oaths and affidavits 
on the Crown side; rule 143, which provides for three copies of 
the p: ings being left for the use of the judges at least two 
days before the hearing of matters in a Divisional Court; rule 
230, which regulates the preparation of writs; and rule 252, 
which enumerates afresh the matters in which orders of course 
may be drawn up at the Crown Office. 


Mr. Brickdale and the Registration Inquiry. 

Tas Sztzect Commrrrze of the House of Commons on the 
Housing of the Working Classes Acts Amendment Bill has been 
considering the possibility of facilitating the objects of the 
promoters of the Bill by the extension of the system of land 
registration, and for this purpose has taken evidence from Mr. 
Bricepare. On the face of the matter, the connection between 
the proposals of the Bill and registration of title to land is not 
very obvious. The Bill proposes to extend the — of rural 
district councils for the purchase and hire of land, either by 
agreement or compulsorily, for the erection of houses for the 
working classes, and it can hardly be supposed that the exercise 
of such powers will be affected by the question of registration. 
But at any rate Mr. Brickpatz has had the opportunity 
of making two declarations which will be read with interest. 

i ion of title, he says, is of little use unless it is com- 

, and he is now ready to welcome an inquiry into the 
results of compulsion. The first statement was in answer to a 
uestion as to whether registration of title would help local 
ies in administering the Act, and Mr. Bricxpatz doubted 
whether it would be would much use unless compulsory 
throughout the district. Seeing that comparatively few pur- 
chases under the Act will be made in any one district, and that 
they will be made under the Lands Clauses Acts, it cannot be 
of importance, so far as expense and time are concerned, whether 
they are made under the registry or not, but it is clear that 
Mr. Bricxpatez regards the future success of the Land Transfer 
Acts as dependent upon universal compulsion. Possibly this 
is why he has now come to view an inquiry in a different light. 
He was, he told the committee, unfavourable to inquiry into the 
ing of the compulsory system so far as it had gone, 
because it would have been premature; now he would person- 
ally have no objection to inquiry, but would rather welcome it. 
But if inquiry was till now premature, was it not premature 
also to erect aicostly new Land Transfer Office? The spending 
of so vast a sum of money was a clear intimation that, so far as 
the official view went, the system had passed the experimental 
stage. a poo however, Mr. Bricxpae finds himself in an 
impasse. He has got compulsory registration in London, but 
beyond that he cannot get, and there is no chance of any other 
district accepting it as long as the inquiry is withheld. This, 
presumably, is why he has come to see that an inquiry is neces- 
sary, but, whatever be the reason, we are glad that he thus brings 
himself into line with most other persons, professional and lay, 
who are interested in the subject. There should be no difficulty 
now in Mr. Bricxpatz having his wish, but whether the inquiry 
will be a really impartial one, remains to be seen. 


The Sittings of the Court of Appeal. 


OrriciaL ANNOUNCEMENTS are as lacking in humour as they 
are in candour. Last week we had the Court of Appeal putting 
forth a notice of their intention not to sit on rth say in order 
to a week-end holiday. We suppose that a bald statement 
of this dethronement of the figure of Justice and canonization 
of Lady of the Links would have been considered a little 
. §o it is wrapped up in a verbose statement of the 
by which — is to be made to suitors, which 

ely naive. It is founded on two postulates, neither of 
which can be granted: (1) That the Court of Appeal is entitled 
to sit half an hour late on Monday; and (2) that the court is 
entitled to a holiday on alternate Saturdays. Upon this 
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too 
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basis is founded the argument that if the court takes a 
holiday every  paoy it need only make com tion for 
the equivalent of one Saturday sitting per fortnight—i.c., three 
and a- So a most generous meed is meted out to the 





public by not sitting late on Monday and sitting half an hour 
earlier usual from Tuesday to Friday, a gratuitous two and 
a-half hours extra per week or five hours per fortnight, whereby 
the public is supposed to gain a clear one and a-half hours in 
the fortnight. We wonder who is deceived: certainly no ong 
whose memory goes back to the time before the Judicature Acts 
gave the judges the power to arrange their own sittings. Thon 
the courts habitually sat from ten to four, with a quarter of an 
hour’s interval on all days but Saturday, and on Saturdays from 
ten to two without a break. Every minute taken from those 
hours is so much deducted from the public time, and we now get 
back to it for only four days a week in return for losi 
Saturdays; in other words, seven hours in a fortnight 
are lost and four restored, but restored in such a way 
that they may easily be lost by the unpunctuality of one 
judge out of three. The recipe for dealing with the Saturda 
Appellate Co. (Limited) appears to be as follows: (1) Establis 
by unpunctuality a prescription for sitting late; (2) establish 
by audacity a prescription for a Saturday holiday; (3) reduce 
the capital of the company by writing off the losses on obligations 
of honour; (4) repeat 2; (5) wind up the company with a 
composition of 1ls. 5d. in the pound on the reduced capital; 
(6) add one tame joke by the suggestion that it is done to 
suit the convenience of counsel and solicitors; lastly, “‘ drive” 
and “putt” according to taste. We Southerners are apt to 
think that it is the Scotch who “ joke wi’ deeficulty,” but this 


“‘deeficult joke” is perpetrated when there is not a single 


Scotsman left in the Court of Appeal! 


The Commissioner of Police and Motor Vehicles. 


THIs WEEK we have another instance of the like humour in an 
official announcement by the Oommissioner of Metropolitan 
Police. Sir Epwarp Hzyry gives solemn notice that he is going 
to commence to begin to do his duty in the matter of motor 
vehicles! He does not appear to realize that this is about as 
plain an admission as a man could make that he has hitherto 
been neglecting his duty. Indeed, he goes so far as to explain 
that he has not used his powers ‘‘out of due consideration for 
this new and important industry.” But what has the commis- 
sioner got to do with that? Does he mean to say that he has 
been letting men, women, children, and animals be knocked 
over, and the streets filled with preventible stinks and noises, in 
order that this new and important industry may have a good 
time? If not, what does he mean? Synchronism would seem 
to suggest that he has been roused out of his undue considera- 
tion only by the bitter cry of a correspondent of the Zimes that 
he has been driven out of a fashionable Kensington square and 
has taken refuge in Wales. But does Sir Epwarp wish us to 
infer that he has no concern with the thousands equally afflicted 
who have have no houses in Wales to flee unto? In any case, 
que diable fait il dans cette galére? Why does not he do his duty, 
instead of publishing notices that he is going to do it? We 
suppose that this is another “ deeficult joke”—also not by a 
Scotsman? It is hard to say which is the poorest jester—the 
Court of Appeal with its notice that it does not intend to 
discharge its duties, or the commissioner with his notice that he 
does intend to discharge them. 


Right of Father to Recover Burial Expenses of his 
Child from Person whose Negligence has 
Caused its Death. 

Tue Court of Appeal, in Clark v. General Omnibus Co., had, on 
the 11th of July, to decide the yale as to whether damages, 
arising from the death of the plaintiff’s child or servant through 
the defendant’s negligence, could be recovered—a question 
which has been involved in some doubt since the dissenting 
= gment of Bramwett, B., in Osborne v. Gillett (L. RB. 8 

. 88). The bicycle on which the plaimtiff’s daughter, & 
girl of twelve years old, was riding came into collision with 
the defendants’ omnibus and she was thrown off and sustained 
such injuries that she died a short time afterwards. The 
plaintiff brought his action claiming, first, the funeral expenses 
to which he Sad been put; secondly, the travelling expenses 
incurred to recruit the health of himself and his wife after at 
illness in consequence of the shock which they had sustal 
owing to their daughter’s death ; and, further, the loss sus 
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by the plaintiff owing to the loss of the services of his daughter. 
The learned judge at the trial held that the funeral expenses 
were recoverable. The jury found that there was negli- 
gence, but that no damage had been caused to the plaintiff 
by reason of any loss ‘of service, and the appeal was 
limited to the right to recover the funeral expenses. The 
argument in support of this appeal was practically founded 
on the decision in Osborn vy. Gillett and earlier authorities, 
supported by the preamble in Lord Campbell's Act, which 
recites that ‘‘no action is now maintainable against a person 
who by his wrongful acts may have caused the death of another 

rson.” The argument on the opposite side was really an 
attempt to induce the court to adopt the opinion of BramwE 1, 
B., which is that there has never been any express decision to 
override the general principle that a man is entitled to recover 
when he has sustained damage from a wrongful action for which 
the defendant is responsible; that the plaintiff was bound by 
the law to bury his child and was entitled to recover the burial 
expenses. The Court of Appeal held that the case rested upon 
the maxim of the common law—that the father had no property 
in his child and could not be taken to have sustained any 
damage by its death. The English law as settled by this 
decision is wholly different from that of Scotland, in which, by 
the general law apart from any Act of Parliament, a father 
may maintain an action against the person whose negligence 
has caused the death of his child, his claim being for a solatium 
where there is no real damage, and for a pecuniary loss in 
addition where such loss can be pce It is possible that 
the decision of the Court of Appeal may lead to an amendment 
of our law so as to bring it in accordance with that of Scotland. 


Unemployed Squatters. 


THE NEwsrareRs have recently contained accounts of lands 
being seized by parties of the “unemployed” and occupied by 
them without any shadow of right. It seems absurd that in 
such cases the law as to the mode by which the owners can 
recover their property should be involved in so much doubt as it 
undoubtedly is. Under the old Statutes of Forcible Entry, 
beginning with 5 Rich. 2, c. 7, it is an indictable offence, even 
for a person with the legal right to possession, to enter “ with 
strong hand” or with “ multitude of people.” Therefore, even 
though no violence is used, it seems that these men may be 
indicted for having entered with a multitude of people. There 
are, however, many technical difficulties in the way of putting 
these old statutes in force, and anyway the procedure is 
exceedingly cumbersome and slow. The question at once 
suggests itself, arethe owners of the lands seized justified in 
entering by force and turning the trespassers out? It is sub- 
mitted that they are so justified. In the first place, from the 
nature of the lands seized, it seems possible for the owners to enter 
upon them without any force or violence. Having so entered 
and being on the land, they are in legal possession. In Laws vy. 
Telford (1 App. Cas. 414) the House of Lords cited with approval 
a statement of the law by Mautz, J., in Jones v. Chapman (2 Ex., 
at p. 821), “ that as soon as a person is entitled to possession and 
enters in the assertion of that possession, or, which is exactly 
the same thing, any other person enters by command of that 
lawful owner so entitled to possession, the Jaw immediately 
vests the actual possession in the person who has so entered. If 
here are two persons in a field, each asserting that the field is 
his, and each doing some act in the assertion of the right of 
possession, and if the question is, which of those two is in actual 
possession? I answer, the person who has the title is in actual 
possession and the other person is atrespasser. They differ in no 
other respects. You cannot say that it is joint possession; you 
cannot say that it is a possession as tenants in common. It 
cannot be denied that one is in possession and the other is a 
trespasser.” This being so, the unemployed on the land would 
be mere trespassers, and, being such, so much reasonable force 
88 Was necessary might legally be used to eject them. In the 
next place must be considered the position if the owners cannot 
eater upon their lands without force. Are they justified in 
entering by force? If they do, are they liable to be indicted 
for forcible entry? It is clear that no civil action would 
lie against them for so entering, for they are legally entitled to 
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against them. The old statutes appear to apply only in cases .. 
where the person forcibly dispossessed has at least been at some 
time in lawful ion, as in the case of a tenant holding 
once. They do not appear to apply to a person who is a mere 
trespasser, who has never had any lawful ion of 
the land at all. In Browne v. Dawson (12 A. & E. 624) 
Lord Dsnman, O.J., said: ‘A mere trespasser cannot, 
by the very act of trespass, immediately and without 
acquiescence, give himself what the law understands by 
possession against the person whom he ejects, and drive him 
to produce his title, if he can without delay reinstate himself 
in his former possession.” It seems, therefore, that a 
ejected by a mere trespasser may retake ion and may 
lawfully use sufficient force for that purpose. If, however, he 
— to act . this — should do so without unreasonable 
elay ; for if hein the de acquiesces in the possession 
of the trespasser, or fails to ie promt, his position becomes 
doubtful and obviously weaker. There certainly ought to be 
some easy and summary procedure by which the owner of land 
should be enabled to recover possession when some person enters 
upon the land without any sort of claim of right. 


Action Against Railway Company for Loss of 
Manuscript. 

Ir 18 quite possible that in the chronicles of actions against 
English railway companies for the loss of luggage, instances 
may be found where the plaintiff sought to recover damages for 
the loss of the manuscript of a literary work, but we cannot at 
this moment remember any leading case on the subject. The 
loss of such a manuscript, containing possibly the result of years 
of labour, must be a heavy blow to the author, and it is said 
that Sir Isaac Newron, and at a later period, Mr. Tuomas 
CaRLYLEg, underwent much distress of mind in consquence of the 
loss by fire of part of their writings. An action against the 
Northern Railway of France for the loss of a manuscript has 
just been disposed of by the Third Chamber of the Tribunal of 
the Seine. It appeared that Mr. and Mrs. Mapprson Durant, 
Americans, had been commissioned by the Mexican Govern- 
ment to search for objects of art which it was proposed to 
send to the Paris Exhibition. They accordingly prepared 
a work dealing with their experiences, and called ‘‘ The Golden 
Age in Mexico.” The book was to be printed at the expense of 
the Mexican Government, but in consequence of some delay on 
their part, the authors proceeded to Europe and took the train 
from Boulogne for yea ween putting a travelling bag contain- 
ing the manuscript among their regi 1 . This bag 
did not arrive at its destination, and was not recovered tilla 
month afterwards. When it was opened, the manuscript was 
found to be missing. In an action against the railway company 
to recover compensation for the loss of the manuscript, they 
contended that, in the case of important papers included in a 
passenger’s luggage and for the carriage of which no extra ~ 
charge had been paid, the owner of the papers had no right to 
recover. The courtdo not appear to have adopted this view, 
but holding that there had been some negligence on the part of the 
plaintiffs, they awarded them £72 only by way of compensation, 
instead of £152, the amount of their claim. It seems only 
reasonable that the law should require the oy ae of a valu- 
able manuscript to take ail seen Hy 2 r its preservation. 
The labour of securing a copy has much diminished since 
the invention of typewriting. And any one who attempted to 
insure such an article with an accidental insurance company 
would probably be called upon to comply with certain regulations 
calculated to diminish the risk im: upon the company. 


Warranty as to Things in Futuro, 


Soms rHirty years have passed since the Sale of Food and 
Drugs Act, 1875, became law, and it has already become very 
difficult to reconcile the decisions which have been given on the 
construction of section 25, which enables the defendant in any 

rosecution under the Act to escape liability if he proves that 
. bought the article in the same state as sold and with a 
written warranty. The words of the section are—‘‘If the 
defendant in any prosecution under this Act prove . . . that 
he had purchased the article in question as the same in nature, 





possession, It is submitted that no indictment would lie 


substance, and quality as that demanded of him by the prose- 
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cutor and with a written warranty to that effect; that he had 
no reason to believe at the time when he sold it that the article 
was otherwise, and that he sold it in the same state as when he 
urchased it, he shall be discharged from the prosecution.” 
one reading these words for the first time would not 
think that their meaning was hard to discover, and would 
be dis to say that they would protect a seller who 
could shew that he had purchased the article from one who 
had contracted that it should be of the proper quality. But 
in Harris v. May (L. R. 12 Q. B. 97), upon an information under 
the Act for selling milk which contained an undue proportion 
of water, the court held that proof that it had been delivered to 
the seller in the execution of a written contract to deliver to him 
daily a quantity of pure milk was not a written warranty within 
the meaning of the Act, and that he must have a written 
warranty with respect to the specific article sold by him. This 
case has created considerable difficulty, and after various efforts 
in several reported cases to explain it away, Bienam, J., in 
Elliot v. Pitcher (1901, 2 K. B. 817) deelined to follow it. In 
Robertson v. Harris (1900, 2 K. B. 117) a new point on the 
construction of this section was taken by Daxuine, J., in a case 
where the facts were similar to those*in Harris v. May. This point 
is that the statute must be construed strictly, and that a contract 
which says what is to be the state of things in future cannot bea 
written warranty within the section. A passage in the first edition 
of Blackstone’s Commentaries is cited in support of this view. But 
there is ample authority in the reports to shew that the circum- 
stance of a person selling a particular thing by its proper 
description is often called a warranty, and the breach of such a 
contract a breach of warranty, and we can see no reason for 
ing the term ‘‘ warranty” in the narrow sense suggested 
by the judge. We are not, therefore, surprised to see that in 
the case of Watis v. Stevens, decided by the Divisional Court 
on the 29th of May, Darine, J., intimated that, whatever once 
may have been the case, it cannot now be maintained that a 
warranty can only apply to things in existence at the time the 
warranty was given. 


Motor Omnibuses. 


THE CORRESPONDENCE in the newspapers with regard to the 
discomfort caused to the occupiers of ‘houses in the metropolis by 
motor omnibuses and carriages will probably call attention to 
the law with regard to nuisances by noise in a great city, and 
the difficulty which the individual citizens have in obtaining 
redress. It is not reasonable that any person who suffers 
from the increase of noise and vibration caused by these 
vehicles should be compelled at his own risk to seek redress by 
action or indictment. A nuisance from noise may be in certain 
circumstances as serious an offence against the community at 
large.as that of reckless driving—an offence for which proceed- 
ings are taken by the police. As noticed elsewhere, the Com- 
missioner of Police suggests that time ought to be given to the 
proprietors of motor omnibuses to make better arrangements for 
the comfort of the inhabitants of London. But it must be remem- 
bered that in all proceedings to restrain a nuisance by noise from 
the defendant’s engines, one of the principal points taken by the 
defendant is always that there has been no introduction of new 
machinery and nothing new in the manner of working, and it is 
obvious that a plaintiff, in undertaking to prove that after a 
definite time the noise complained of became excessive and 
noxious, imposes upon himself an arduous task. We are dis- 

to think that the evil is mainly due to the inaction of 
the police and local authorities. If the nuisances in our streets 
had been attacked at an earlier period, the task of repressing 
them would have been comparatively easy, and we should not 
have heard arguments against interfering with a new industry 
in which a large amount of capital has been invested. 


Implied Power of Member of Trading Partnership 
to Bind Firm by Accepting Bills of Exchange. 

In THE case of Wheatley v. Smithers, heard before Ripizy and 
Dazguine, JJ., on the 24th of May, the court held that an 
auctioneer is not a trader, and that a partner in a firm of 
auctioneers has no implied authority to bind the firm by his 
acceptance of a bill of exchange. Several cases were cited in 


the course of the argument, but, so far as we can seo, no refer- 





_ 


ence was made to the Partnership Act, 1890. The power of 
partner to bind the firm is so important a branch of the law of 
partnership that we thought it necessary to refer to the Act, and 
we find thatin section 5 it is stated that every partner is an 
agent of the firm and his other partners for the purpose of the 
business of the partnership, and the acts of every partner who 
does any act for carrying on in the usual way business of tle kind 
carried on by the firm of which he is a member, bind the firm and 
his partners, and, by section 6, “ an act or instrument relating to 
the Sodas of the firm and done or executed in the firm’s name, 
or in any other manner shewing an intention to bind the firm, 
by any person thereto authorized, whether a partner or not, is 
binding on the firm and all the partners, provided that this 
section shall not affect any general rule of law relating to the 
execution of deeds or negotiable instruments.’ No reference is 
made to the distinction between members of an ordinary tradi 
partnership and members of a partnership which is not engag 
in trade, as affecting the implied power to bind the firm by the 
acceptance of bills of. exchange. We are not, therefore, 
surprised to read in the last edition of Lindley on Partnership the 
following gentle criticism on the Act, ‘Opinions will naturally 
differ as to the utility of statutes which deal with important 
branches of the iaw, but which do not profess to deal with 
them exhaustively.” 


Presumption of Death from Disappearance. 


THE DISAPPEARANCE last autumn of an Oxford professor who . 


had been visiting the Irish coast, and was last seen when he 
was taking a solitary walk among the cliffs, was relied on in an 
application in the Probate Division as raising a presumption of 
his death. It is well known that the death of an individual may 
be presumed from his unexplained absence for a period of seven 
years, but the Probate Division is often asked, in motions for 
grants of probate or administration, to presume death after a 
much shorter period. The common case is where the absentee, 
like Sir Roazr Ticusorne, has started upon a voyage in a ship 
which never arrived at its destination al oe supposed to have 
foundered with all hands. Several instances have been 
recorded in history of the disappearance of a monarch 
on the field of battle, including those of King Ropsniox 
of Spain, of King Sxsastian of Portugal, and of King 
James of Scotland. In all these cases ion seems to have 
been great unwillingness to accept the explanation that 
the disappearance of the, monarch was owing to his death, and 
stories were repeated of his escape into foreign lands, from which 
his return might be expected. The mystery which surrounds & 
case of disappearance is probably the reason why, even at the 
present day, it is difficult to convince some persons that any one 
who has ceased to be heard of ought to be accounted as dead. 
The theory that the death of the unfortunate professor was due 
to an accidental fall in some place where his body might easily 
remain undiscovered, is fully corroborated by the long chronicle 
of similar accidents in Switzerland. In many of these cases the 
body of the solitary tourist has been found, but in some of them 
it has never been discovered. 


Defective Count in Indictment. 


At THE Bradford Quarter Sessions last week the Recorder 
gave his decision on the point on which we commented ante, 
p- 570. A bill was found by the grand jury at the spring 
sessions, one count of which was quashed by the court, and the 
traverse jury failed to agree on a verdict as to the remaining 
counts. It was sought to prefer a new bill before the summer 
grand jury incorporating a new count in place of that previously 
quashed. Counsel for the prosecution, in support of his 
application, quoted Winior v. Reg. (35 L. J. M. ©. 161). 

he head-note to this case contains the words (which are also 
to be found in the judgment) ‘“‘ when a jury his been discharged, 
the prisoner can be tried either on the same or a f 
indictment.” But on a careful consideration of the report 
we are not convinced that the question of a fresh indictment was 
essentially before the court. The jury at the trial of Wrnso8 
had been discharged by the judge (having deliberated five 
hours) without the consent of the prisoner or his counsel, 
the main question argued in error was as to the power of the 
judge to adopt this course. It was held that he had such powet 
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in exercise of a legal discretion, supported by reasons given at 
the time by the judge, but which are not reported. It seems to 
us, therefore, that the observation with regard to a fresh indict- 
ment amounts to no more than an obiter dictum. However, in 
the Bradford case the recorder held that he had power to allow 
the new indictment to be sent up to the grand jury, but that in 
the exercise of his discretion, having regard te all the circum- 
stances of the case, he would refuse the application. The 
prisoner was then tried and found guilty on the old indictment. 


Agreement for Lease Where Term Not Stated. 

THE a of oe v. Newham, referred to in - rey of the 
14th of July, where the person in ion under the - 
ment was held entitled to a nati tes twelve ne age 
illustrated by a curious Colonial case, Hamey v." Nelson (1878, 
the Supreme Court Reports (New South Wales) New Series, 178). 
There the plaintiff had a lease for three years, which con- 
tained a covenant to renew “from time to time and for such 
time as he (the lessee) might desire.” .The lessee ‘‘ desired ’’ to 
renew for ninety years, and the court held on demurrer that the 
refusal of the defendant to grant a renewal for ninety years 
constituted a breach of the covenant to renew, though it was 
intimated that the plaintiff had probably claimed to the very 
verge of his rights. 





Mr. B. G. Lake, 

TuE roLLowine remarkable piece of information appeared in 
the last issue of Lloyd’s Weekly News :— 

Parkhurst is soon to see another important release in the person of 

Benzamin Greene Lake, the solicitor who was sentenced to twelve years 
penal servitude at the Old Bailey on the 22nd of January, 1901, for frauds 
on the Law Society, of which he was secretary. The ground for the release 
is stated to be his continued ill-health. 
This confusion of Mr. Laxe with the universally esteemed 
secretary of the Law Society is sufficiently strange, but the 
notion that Mr. Laxz could have persuaded the Finance Com- 
mittee to entrust him, as secretary, with funds of the society 
worth misappropriating is even more amazing. 








The Scope of the Money-lenders 
Act, 1900. 


In THE case of Samuel v. Newbold ( Times, 18th inst.), which has 
been decided by the House of Lords this week, that tribunal has 
adopted the broad view of the scope of the Money-lenders Act, 
1900, taken by the Court of os sae in Re A Debtor (51 W. R. 


370; 1908, 1 K. B. 705), in preference to the more limited con- 
struction placed upon it by Rinrey, J., in Wilton v. Osborn (1901, 
2 K.B. 110). The question has arisen out of the somewhat 
unfortunate use of the word ‘‘ otherwise” in section 1 (1) of the 
Act. This provides that, where proceedings are taken in any 
court by a money-lender for the recovery of money lent, “and 
there is evidence which satisfies the court that the interest 
charged in respect of the sum actually lent is excessive, or that 
the amounts charged for expenses, inquiries, fines, bonus, 
premium, renewals, or any other charges are excessive, and 
that, in either case, the transaction is harsh and unconscionable, 
or is otherwise such that a court of equity would give relief, 
the court may reopen the transaction . . . and relieve the 
— sued from payment of any sum adjudged by the court to 

fairly due in respect of such principal, interest, and charges 
as the court, having regard to the risk and all the circumstances, 
may adjudge to be reasonable.” Now, it may with some confidence 
be surmised that the Legislature intended to confer a jurisdic- 
tion to grant relief in money-lending transactions wider than that 
which had been exercised by courts of equity, and not merely 
to extend the equitable jurisdiction to any court in which a 
money-lender might happen to be suing. The equitable juris- 
diction applies to bargains with ig ay 2 heirs (Zarl of Aylesford 
V. Morris, L. R. 8 Oh. 484), using that term in a wide sense to in- 
clude all persons who have expectations of succeeding to property, 
and to whom money is lent on the credit of their expectations’: 
but in Nevill v. Snelling (15 Ch. D. 679) Dznman, J., held that 


it Was not restricted to such cases, but existed generally where 
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the money-lender had throughout been unoconscientiously 
trading upon the weaknesses of the borrower. The 
question, he said, in every case was whether the dealings had 
been fair, and whether undue advantage had been taken by the 
money-lender of the weakness or necessities of the person 
raising the oa A 
But however courts of equity may have been inclined to 
carry their benevolent jurisdiction, it is unlikely that the Legis- 
lature intended that the bounds of this jurisdiction should have 
to be ascertained whenever application was made to a court 
under the Money-lenders Act, 1900. The first considera- 
tion mentioned in the. Act is that the interest or 
¢ are excessive, and then that the transaction is 
harsh or unconscionable, and if these conditions exist, the 
statutory # ow to grant relief should arise. This construc- 
tion would have been quite plain but for the words “or is 
otherwise such that a court of equity would give relief.” Asa 
matter of mar, these suggest the conclusion that in speaking 
of transactions as “‘ harsh and unconscionable” the Legislature 
meant that they were harsh and unconscionable in such a way 
and to such an extent that equity would grant relief. This is 
one ground for relief in equity, and then, in order to include 
any other possible ground of relief, the words in question were 
added, the effect being that whatever und for relief was 
made the subject of an application the Act, it must 
be such a ground as would formerly have entitled. the 
applicant to relief in a,court of equity. This construc- 
tion was placed upon the,Act by Rrprey, J., in Wilton v. 
Osborn (suprd). ‘The section,” he said, “includes all cases 
where the charges or interest-are excessive, and where there has 
been conduct for which, as harsh, unconscionable, or uafair, a 
court of equity would give relief.” But although this may be 
the grammatical efféct of the words used, yet, as already 
suggested, it nullifies what may be sup to have been the 
intention of the i re, and as it depends solely upon a 
strict interpretation of the word “otherwise,” it is 
that it should not have been followed. Moreover, neither 
in the Court of Appeal in Re A Debtor (suprd), nor in the 
House of Lords in the. present case, has it been admitted 
that the words, taken grammatically, required Mr. Justice 
Riwrey’s construction. ‘“ Upon the natural ical 
construction of the words,” said Conzis, M.R., in the 
former case, ‘‘I think the words ‘harsh and unconscionable’ 
are distinct from and independent of the words which follow. 
Relief may be given if the bargain is harsh and unconscionable 
by reason of excessive interest or other excessive charges. . . . 
Two classes of cases are mentioned in the section— i 
which the court is satisfied are ‘harsh and unconscionable,’ and 
transactions which are ‘otherwise such that a court of equity 
would give relief.’ Without giving an exact definition of the 
meaning of the words, it is ient to say that the standard is 
not only that which a court of equity would have adopted before 
the Act. The other construction would render the Act nugatory.” 
And similarly, Romer, LJ., said: ‘“‘The words ‘harsh and 
unconscionable’ ought not to. receive a limited and artificial 
meaning by reference to the rales of equity before the Act.” 
The same view has been unanimo take by the House of 
Lords in Samuel v. Newbold. A court of law, said Lord Lorzsven, 
C., ought not to be alert in placing a restricted construction upon 
the language of a remedial Act. ‘The section means exactly 
what it says—namely, that if there is evidence which satisfies 
the court that the transaction is harsh and unconscionable, using 
those words in a plain, and not in any way technical, sense, the 
court may reopen it, provided, of course, that the case meets 
the other condition required.” And Lord Macnacuren laid stress 
upon the inconvenience which would result if the eee jurisdic- 
tion were kept within the limits of the old equitable doctrine of 
relief. ‘What anintolerable strain,” he said, ‘‘ would be thrown 
upon inferior courts unfamiliar with the doctrines and the practice 
of courts of equity if they were condemned or privileged to listen 
to lengthy arguments and venerable precedents before decidi 
a question which any man of common sense is just as capable o 
Geciiing on. the stost, neneet Sonwe.ce. fe if he is not 
ham by authorities whi uire no little training to 
discriminate and appreciate at their true value. . . . It 
seems to methat there are two cases contemplated by the Act. 
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One where the interest is excessive and the transaction harsh and 
unconscionable; the other where the interest is excessive and 
the transaction is such that without the necessity of proving the 
transaction to be harsh and unconscionable—without going into 
that question at all—a court of equity would give relief. It seems 
to me that those two cases are meant to be distinct. I think that 
is the grammatical construction of the language used.” Special 
interest attaches to the judgment of Lord Jamzs in consequence of 
the prominent part which he tookin the passing of the Act of 1900. 
The old Chancery jurisdiction, he observed, was too narrow to meet 
the cases of injustice which had arisen in money-lending contracts 
since the repeal of the usury laws, and the Legislature, who 
desired to remedy these evils by affording legal protection to 
borrowers, did not intend to leave the old law as it was. ‘‘ The 
intention certainly was to give the debtor greater legal protec- 
tion against the money-lender than then existed.” And the 
learned lord adopted to the fullest extent the view of the section 
taken by the Court of Appeal in Re A Debtor (supra). In this 
result Lords Rosgertson and ATxrvson also concurred. 

The circumstances in Samuel v. Newbold were peculiar, inas- 
much as ‘the ition of the borrower, AtTon, was such that 
there was y no need for him to have recourse to money- 
lenders. He was a we:ltly man, and when he died, shortly after the 
transaction in question, he left an estate of £42,000. In the summer 
of 1903, however, he applied to a firm of money-lenders for a 
loan of £1,000, and this was advanced at a rate of interest which 
was described by the Lord Chancellor as exorbitant. But that 
transaction was ultimately settled. In September of the same 
year a further application for a loan was made, and this time 
£2,000 was advanced upon the footing of its being repaid, 

her with £1,300 for interest, by twelve monthly payments 
of £275 each, and upon any default the whole amount remain- 
ing unpaid was to become immediately payable. A promissory 
note for £3,300 was given by Atton. This, like the preceding 
transaction, the Lord Chancellor described as inexplicable except 
on the footing that Atron was unfit to manage business. Before 
making the second advance, the money-lenders had inquiries 
made as to Atron’s position, and received a report that he was 
the owner of property and that it was not thought that any 
unreasonable risk would be incurred in granting credit to 
the extent named. Atroy died in November, 1903, and there 
being in consequence default in payment of an instalment, 
the whole amount of £3,300 became payable. Had it been 
paid, said the Lord Chancellor, the money-lenders would have 
received interest at the rate of some 418 per cent. The money- 
lenders brought an action on the promissory note against 
Atron’s executor, and the defendant claimed relief under the 
statute. 

Having regard to the construction which, as already stated, 
the House of Lords placed upon the scope of the statute, the 
question for decision was whether the interest charged was 
excessive, and whether the action was harsh and unconscion- 
able. That the interest was excessive was treated as clear. 
“In considering whether the interest is excessive,” said Cozens- 
Harpy, LJ., in Re A Debtor (supra), “the court must have 
regard, not only to the rate of interest, but also to the risk 
incurred by the lender and to all the other circumstances of the 
case.” Here the money-lenders were aware that there was no 
risk. But, apart from the excessive interest, there appears to 
have been nothing very definite to shew that the transaction was 
harsh and unconscionable, and it was necessary to decide 
whether this was sufficient, or whether further circumstances 
of oppression are required to give a right to relief. The view 
was taken in Re A Debtor (supra) that nothing further was 
wanted. “I should be sorry to say,” observed Cozens- 
Hazvy, LJ., “that the rate of interest charged and the 
other charges might not be so excessive as for that reason 
alone to render the transaction ‘harsh and unconscionable,’” 
And this bas now been affirmed by the House of Lords, 
“We are asked,” said the Lord Chancellor, ‘to say that an 
excessive rate of interest could not be of itself evidence that the 
transaction was harsh and unconscionable. I do not accept that 
view. Excess of interest or charges may of itself be such 
If no justifica- 


evidence, and — if it be unexplained, 
tion be estab 


be so monstrous as to shew by itself that the transaction wag 
harsh and unconscionable. Thus the judgment of the House of 
Lords establishes clearly enough the principles upon which the 
statute is to be applied, but it leaves it to the judge to determing 
in each particular case whether the rate of interest, if this is the 
only ground for relief, is such as, under the circumstances, to 
entitle the borrower to relief. 








Appointment by Unattested Will. 
5 


By section 10 of the Wills Act, 1837, it is enacted that “no 
appointment made by will in exercise of any power shall be 
valid, unless the same be executed in manner hereinbefore 
required ’—#.¢., by section 9, which requires attestation by two 
witnesses, &c. Now, section 9 enacts that “no will shall be valid 
unless’’ attested by two witnesses, &c.; but this enactment is 
subject to two exceptions—namely, wills executed in accordance 
with the law of a foreign domicil, and wills expressly made 
admissible to probate under statutes of the United Kingdom 
other than section 9 of the Wills Act, 1837: see an article in 
our issue of the 16th of June (ante, p. 540). 

It is here proposed to consider to what extent the enactment 
in section 10 is subject to similar exceptions—how far may an 
appointment be valid in an unattested will, whether the will be 
valid by virtue of foreign law, or by virtue of English statutes 
other than the Wills Act, 1837? And first the case of foreign 
domicil will be taken. 

Special powers, and powers expressly made exerciseable only 
by an attested instrument, are not here referred to, but only 
general powers exerciseable “by will” or ‘‘ by will duly 
executed,” &c. 

The first decided case on the subject seems to be D’ Huart v, 
Harkness (1865, 34 Beav. 324), where Romitiy, M.R., held that 
a power to appoint personalty by will ‘‘duly executed” was 
exercised by an unattested will made in France (the testator’s 
domicil), valid according to French law and admitted to probate 
in England, by which the property was bequeathed to a legates. 
In 1883 Re Kirwan’s Trusts (25 Ch. D. 373) was decided by 
Kay, J., and owing to D’Iiuart v. Harkness not having been 
cited, and to the decision of Kay, J., being subsequently 
misunderstood in 1898, the subject has been made more 
difficult than it might otherwise have been. Re Kirwan’s 
Trusts is not a decision on a general power, but on a special 
power expressly made exerciseable by attested instrument, and 
this was pointed out by Sriruina, J., in Re Price (1900, 1 Ch, 
at p. 448). 

In Re Harman (1894, 3 Ch. 607) a general power to appoint 
personalty by will was held by Kexewicu, J., to be well 
exercised by an unattested French will, giving all the testator’s 
property in general terms to a single legatee, and as to which 
the legatee obtained a grant of administration cum testament 
annexo in England. Further difficulty has been caused by this 
case not being cited in subsequent cases upon the same subject. 

An unattested French will was again held by Srie.ina, J., if 
Re Price (1900, 1 Ch. 442) to be a valid exercise of a power to 
appoint by will. This will differed only from that in Re Harman 
by expressly referring to the fact that the testator had property 
in England as well as in France, though even in Re Harman the 
will did contain the words (according to the English translation) 
‘in whatever place or locality the said property and rights may 
be situated.” Le Harman was not cited in Re Price, 
SrietiG, J., laid some stress on the reference to England in the 
will, and held that this was sufficient to enable English rules of 
construction to be applied, so that the general bequest could, by 
virtue of section 27 of the Wills Act, 1887, be construed as 
an exercise of the general power. But it is remarkable that 
| Kexewicn, J., found himself able to come to exactly the same 
conclusion as to the effect of the general bequest operating 
pass the property to the legatee, notwithstanding that he 
expressly treated the will as governed by French, and not 
English, rules of construction, and expressly referred to the fact 
that French law knows nothing of powers of appointment. This 
divergence in the ratio decidendi of the two cases is regrettable, 
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another decision, in which the ratio decidendi of Sririiwve, J., 
in Re Price was adopted, and Re Harman again was not cited. 

The case just referred to is Re D’Este’s Settlement Trusts 
(1903, 1 Ch. 898), before Buoxtey, J. The will was again a 
French will unattested, containing a general bequest; and 
letters of administration cum testamento annexo were granted in 
England to the legatee. Buoxuey, J., said: ‘‘ The will refers 
neither to the power, nor to the property, and unless this French 
will can have the benefit of section 27 of the Wills Act it 
cannot be contended that it exercised the power. The question 
therefore resolves itself into this: Is section 27 available?” 
And after discussing the question, and coming to the conclusion 
that section 27 was not available, the learned judge said: ‘I 
have thus discussed the matter upon principle, but the point is 
really governed, I think, by the decision of Srimuine, J., in 
Re Price (supra).” Buoxizy, J., then observed upon the 
reference in the will before Srreuine, J., to English law, and 
held that, but for that reference, the will would not have 
been regarded as a sufficient exercise of the power so as to 
pass the property to the legatee. There being no words in the 
present will to enable the English rule under section 27 of the 
Wills Act to be relied on, Buoxrzy, J., held that the power of 
appointment had not been exercised, and consequently that the 
property did not pass to the legatee by virtue of the unattested 

rench will. 

The two decisions—of Kerxrwicu, J., in Re Harman and 
Buoxtzy, J., in Re D’Este’s Settlement Trusts —are thus at 
variance. In effect, Kexzwron, J., decided that, in construing 
a French will containing a general bequest of personalty in 
England, the English rule of construction may be applied 
so as to enable this bequest to operate as the exercise of a 
oe power of appointment; Bucxigy, J., decided that the 

nglish rule could not be applied. Although Buocxzey, J., 
fonnds himself, in the matter of authority, upon Srrauine, J.’s, 
remarks in Re Price, it is at least doubtful whether Srratine, J., 
would not have adopted the ratio decidendi of Re Harman had 
he been pressed to choose, by the absence of the reference in 
the will to English law, between that reasoning and the reason- 
ing subsequently adopted by Buoxiry, J. At p. 904 af Re 
D Este’s Settlement Trusts Buoxixy, J., says: ro a French 
court the rule of construction under section 27 is not arule at all.” 
Now, Srreuine, J., had said precisely the contrary: ‘‘ If a French 
court had to consider the effect of the will in this respect it would 
apply the English law” (Re Price, at p. 453)—#.., not “ the law as 
it existed before the Wills Act,” but section 27 of the Wills Act, 
1837. . These dicta of the learned judge who was but recently 
Lord Justice Srrrtine, and the fact that Re Harman was not 
cited, ~ much diminish the authority of*the decision in Re 
D Este’s Settlement Trusts. The decision in Re Harman, supported 
as itis by the dicta of Sriruie, J., in Re Price, seems, on the 
whole, to be the sounder, and it certainly is more in accordance 
with abstract justice. 

Pending further decisions, the question whether a general 
bequest in an unattested French will—or other will valid by the 
law of a foreign domicil—can, without more, operate as an 
appointment under a general power over property in England, 
must be regarded as quite unsettled. 

It remains to consider how matters stand with respect to 
unattested or imperfectly attested wills which are nevertheless 
admitted to probate under English statutes. 


(Zo be continued.) 




















































































The tenth meeting of Bankruptcy Law Amendment Committee was 
held on the 11th inst., at the Royal Courts of Justice, Me. Muir Mackenzie 
me chairman) presiding. Evidence was given by Mr. Sayer Harris, 
ormerly secretary to Mesers. Spencer, Turner, r4 Boldero (Limited), 
tendered as a witness by the Association of Trade Protection Societies, 


. At the Westminster Coroner's Court on Monday Mr. John Troutbeck 
eld an inquiry with reference to the death of Mr, Charles. Denton Leeoh, 
jun., & solicitor and colonel of Volunteers, of Bury: St, Edmunds, who 
Tented suicide by shooting himself in his room at Leicester-square. 

® coroner said a letter which was read indicated that Mr, Leech was in 
Great mental distress just before he committed ‘the act, He thought he 
Was financially embarrassed, when, as a matter of fact, accord toa 
cursory examination of his affairs, he was in no trouble.that could not 


have been put G " 
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The Trade-Marks Act, 1905. 


Tue TRADE-Marks Act, 1905. By D. M. Kerty and F. G. UnpER- 
HAY, Barristers-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 

This is a commentary on the Trade-Marks Act of last year—which 
will probably be known as.‘ Moulton’s Act”—the notes being 
designed to bring up the last edition of Kerly on Trade-Marks to 
the present date. Mr. Kerly’s work is in its second: edition, and ‘is 
generally well known and appreciated, and the present work, in 
which he has bad the advantage of Mr. Underhay'’s co-operation. 
forms a suitable supplement to it. The new Act was intended 
to correct the various defects which had come to light in the 
trade-marks portions of the Patents’ Acts, ‘and the authors draw 
attention to the more conspicuous of these defects and to the 
provisions by which it is now sought to correct them. In most 
respects it seems to us that these defects were attributable less 
to the drafting of the former. Acts than to the narrow and 
unsympathetic construction placed upon them by the courts of law, 
whose aim has always been in the main rather to guard the supposed 
necessities of an imaginary public than to protect the interests of 
meme se traders. It remains.to be seen how far the more explicit 
anguage of the present Act is capable of being explained away and 
restricted. One of the shortest of the notes is that to section 45, 
which is one of the most important sections, preserving as it does the 
right to bring passing-off actions. This right is often a trader's only 
civil remedy against imitations, and it is that it has been allowed 
to remain, notwithstanding the increased facilities for registration 
now afforded. The references to the pages of the earlier work should 
prove useful. The paper and print leave nothing to be desired. 





Toe TRADE-Marks Act, 1905, wrrh Norges anp Rutes. By L. 
Mossop, Barrister-at-Law. Waterlow Bros. & Layton (Limited). 


This is a hand-book on the new Trade-Marks Act and Rules, 
intended, as the author explains, for the trader who has a trade-mark 
to register or protect, and for the agent whom the trader may emplo 
for either of these purposes. It is not a treatise, but an pate on | 
edition of the Act, and it seems to us that the author has a good grip 
of the principles applicable, and has provided notes which contain a 
good deal of useful information. It will be , however, for 
those who refer to the various cases cited to bear in mind that the 
new Act was designed for the purpose of bringing many of those 
decisions into greater harmony with the tical requirements of 
trade, that it cannot be assumed that they are still law in view 
of the more generous provisions of the new Act. 





Books of the Week. 


An Encyclopedia of Forms and Precedents other than Court 
Forms. By Ewinent Conveyancing and Commercial Counsel. Under 
the General Editorship of ARTHUR UNDERHILL, M.A, LL.D., one 
of the Conveyancing Counsel of the High Court. Assisted by 
Haroun B. Bompas, M.A., and Humparey H. Krve, B.A., LL.B., 
Barristers-at-Law. Vol. XI.: Public Safety to Sale of Goods. 
Butterworth & Co. 


The Principles of Commercial Law. By Josserpa Hurst and Lord 
Rozert Cro, Barristers-at-Law. Second Edition. By JosEPra 
Hurst. Stevens & Haynes. 

History of Roman Private Law. Part I.<*Sources. By EB. C. 
Crark, LL.D., Barrister-at-Law. Cambridge: At the University 
Press. 

The Law Quarterly Review. Edited by Sir Frepgrick PotLock, 
Bart., D.C.L., LL.D. July, 1906, Stevens & Sons (Limited). 








It is announced that the appeals in which Lord Justice Moulton 
appeared as counsel before his elevation to the bench have been placed in 
a separate list, and that ts are now being made for these cases 
to be heard in one of the divisions of the Appeal Court forthwith. 


The treasurer and benchers of the Middle entertained the 
members of that society and their friends at an “At Home” and ganien 
party last week, The guests, who numb red some hundreds, were received 
by the treasurer and Collins, The band of the Coldstream 

layed in the grounds, while a concert took in 
five Grainger Kerr and ee Camerini 
— played some violin A 
Justice, Lord Justice Coxens-Hardy, J. 
Bigham, Mr, Justice Buckley, Me, Justice Swia yi 
Smith, K.O., Sir R. Littler, K.C., Sir Bdward Clarke, K.C., and 





Arthur Collins, K.O, es 





630 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








Correspondence. 


Division of Brokers’ Commission. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The custom of solicitors dividing with brokers the latter’s 
commission on sale or purchase of stock is evidently not so universal 
as we thought. 

The distinction between dividing the brokers’ commission and that 
of an suctioneer or valuer is, to our mind, that the half brokerage is 
taken as pay for work done which would otherwise be charged for. 

It is true that if the transaction is a large one, the half commission 
will pay the solicitor better than charging under Schedule II. of the 
conveyancing scale. But if the transaction is a small one, and the 
transfers have to be executed a two or three clients living in 
different places, the scale fee would pay better, and you must put one 
against the other. H. 

July 14. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


for Purposes of Settled Land Acts.—A testator by his will gave te 
his trustees a power of sale of certain lands devised by him. Over 
other devised lands, including a mansion-house, they had no such 
power. He bequeathed the residue of his personal estate in trust to 
convert the same into money and invest the proceeds in land which 
was to be settled on the same limitations as the devised lands, and to 
be subject to the power of sale. The trustees sold all the devised 
lands which were subject to the power of sale, and they purchased 
other lands out of the proceeds of the personal estate. The tenant 
for life entered into a contract for the sale of the mansion-house, and 
the question arose whether the trustees were trustees of the mansion, 
house for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts. Under the Act of 
1890, s. 16 ay, “‘the persons (if any) who are for the time being 
under the settlement trustees, with power of or upon trust for sale of 
any other land comprised in the settlement, and subject to the same 
limitations as the land to be sold” are trustees for the purposes of 
the Acts. It was held that the land purchased with the residuary 
personalty was ‘‘comprised in” the settlement as much as land 
originally comprised in it, and that consequently the trustees of the 
will were trustees of the mansion-house for the purposes of the 
Settled Land Acte.—Rz Moorr (Swinfen Eady, J., March 2) (54 
W. R. 434; 1906, 1 Ch. 789). 





Sir,—I well remember a case many years ago where £30,000 
Consols had to be transferred into court, and the brokers sent to the 
solicitors half the commission, which was returned. No doubt the | 
brokers put the money in their own pockets. I fail to see how the | 
client benefited. 

As far as I remember, the solicitors did not ask the brokers to do 
the business for half commission—and query, would they bave done 
eo? The matter would have been too complicated to have divided 
the half commission among the clients or creditors. 

I cannot see any wrong in accepting half commission provided the 
client does not suffer. An OLD ConTRIBUTOR. 

July 16. 





The Name of the Law Society. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,— When it was thought necessary to change the name of our 
society from the Incorporated Law Society to its present designation, 
doubtless the alteration was discussed at length. It has, however, 
always seemed to me that the sponsors for the re-naming missed an 
opportunity which may not present itself again for (perhaps) many 
years to come. In spite of this, when the question of name again 
comes for discussion (if ever) I trust that our society’s name 
will be c ed to the ‘‘ Solicitors’ Society.” 

Does it not suggest that we, as a body, are lacking in sense of 
humour or modesty when we style ourselves The Law Society ? 
Sarely we cannot appropriate that distinction. The Inns of Court 
do not go so far. 7" 

To call ourselves the Solicitors’ Society would be (I submit) doing 
2 little to shew that we are proud of our place in the legal profession. 
It might help our branch of the profession to reach that spirit of 
brotherhood which is so evident in the ranks of the bar, but which 
is, I fear, even now lacking amongst ourselves, as a distinct branch 
of the legal profession. *“‘ INGoLDsBY.” 








Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing. 
Trust for Sale—Sale of Leaseholds in Lots.— Leasehold property 


the same lease was put up in lots for sale by auction by 
selling under a trust for sale. One of the conditions 
provided that, if ali the lote were sold, the of the largest in 
value should take an assignment of fay Uieed, cod theedd cobonte 


{ 


underleases to the other purchasers at ap rents for the 
remainder of the term less one day; but that if any lote remained 
vi 


unsold, the vendors would graut similar underleases to the purchasers | 
lots sold. A condition to the same effect was held to be an 
exercise of the trust for sale in Le Walker and Oskshott's 

(OW. B. 41; 1901, 2 Ch. 38%). It has now been held, over- 
this case, that the condition is as spplicable to a sale by 
as to any other sale of leaseholds in lots. “I may take it 
an uaderlesse in substance is not justified, but where an under- 
is @ pure conveyancer’s expedient, a method of conveyancing for 


HE 


out s sale, then I cannot see that there is any valid objection 
copecially 2s I have pointed out that this conveyancer’s 
is the best known method of carrying out such « vale, and 


Ri 


tor beat for the trust estate” : Komer, L.J.—Ez Jupp asp Potanp 
ee (C.A., March 20) (54 W. BR 513; 1906, 1- 


Settioment—Property Purchased under Bettlement—Trust es 











Cases of the Week. 
Court of Appeal. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. NORTH-EASTERN RAILWAY CO. No, 2, 


12th and 13th July. 


Raitway Company—Dock Company—AMALGAMATION —Powers oF AMALGA- 
mMaTED Company—Express Powers—InrereNntTiaAL Powers—ULrtRA vires 
—NortH-Eastern Ratway (Hutt Docks) Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vier. oc, 
CXCVII.). 

This was an appeal from a decision of Joyce, J. (reported 54 W. R. 
212; 1906, 1 Ch. 310). The action was brought by the Attorney- 
General, and the Corporation of Kingston-upon-Hull as relators, for 
a declaration that it was ultra vires for the defendant railway com- 
pany to supply the dock at Kingston-upon-Hull with water pum 
or otherwise obtained from their land at Hessle, forming part of their 
railway undertaking, for any p se connected with the dock, or 
to sell or supply water so obtained to any tenant of the defendants 
occupy ing premises within the dock, or to any ship using the dock, 
or otherwise to carry on the business of a water company. The 
corporation of Kingston-upon-Hull were the owners of a waterworks 
undertaking under an Act of 1897, and the limits within which they were 
authorized to sell and supply water were the city and county of Kingston- 
upon-Hull ; and parts of the defendants’ railway were within the city and 
county. There was also situated within the city and county the defend- 
ants’ dock, which, before 1893, formed part of the undertaking of a com- 
pavy known as the Hull Docks Co., which was incorporated by special Act 
for the purpose of constructing and working the dock. By section 4 of 
the North-Eastern Railway (Hull Docks) Act, 1893, it was enacted: 
‘*As on and from the Ist of July, 1893, and subject to the provisions 
of this Act, the dock company shall be and is hereby dissolved, and 
the undertaking of the dock company is hereby as from the date of the 
ama] ation amalgamated with the undertaking of the railway company, 
and thenceforward all undertakings so amalgamated shall constitute one 
undertaking, which shall be the undertaking of the company.” By 
section 7 (i.) it was provided that, notwithstanding the amalgamation, 
none of the provisions of the Acts relating to the dock company, which if 
the amalgamation had not taken place would have applied exclusively to 
the undertaking of the dock company, or to the dock company in respect 
thereof, should apply to any portion of the undertaking of the defendants 
other than the dock undertaking, or to the defendants in respect thereof ; 
and by section 7 (iv.) that none of the provisions relating to the railway 
company which if the amalgamation had not taken place would have 
applied exclusively to the railway of the defendants should apply 
to the dock or to the company in respect thereof. Since 
year 1893 the dock had been vested and worked by the 
defendants, Before the 15th of September, 1903, all water required 
by the defendants or their tenants or the ships using the dock 
was supplied by the Kingston-upon-Hull Corporation, under their 
statutory ers, On the last-mentioned date the defendants closed the 
mains’ stopped the supply of water supplied by the corporation, and 
since that date the defendants had eu plied the dock and ships and their 
tenants with water obtained from wells or springs on their land at Hessle. 
The plaintiffs alleged that the defendants, by doing this, were carrying on 
the business of a waterworks company, to the detrinfént of the plaintiffs, 
and contended that there was no statutory justification for their doing 60, 
and that the acte complained of were ulira vires, The defendants con- 
tended that they were entitled to use their land for any purpose not incon- 
sistent with the for which it was acquired, and that the supplying 
of water was inc 1 to the carrying on of adock. Joyce, J., held that 
in the absence of any prohibition in the amating Act there was 
nothing iiegal or ultra vires in what the defendants were doing. Conse- 
qnently he dismissed the action, The plaintiffs app: aled. 

Tax Cover (Vavonan Wut1ame, Ronen, and Movirow, L.JJ,) diemissed 
the appeal, 


July 21,-1906. 
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Vavonan Wri114Ms, L.J.—In order to ascertain the meaning of the 
Act, the North-Eastern Railway (Hull Docks) Act, 1893, it is 
to read not only the provisions of the special itself, but also 
the provisions of the Acts incorporated therewith, one of the most 
i t of which is Part V. af the Railway Clauses Act, 1863. If 
section 4 of the special Act stood alone, unaffected by the other sections 
in the special Act itself, and unaffected by the provisions in Part V. of the 
Railway Clauses Act, 1863, no one could doubt but that the effect of the 
ai mation was that thenceforward the two undertakings thus amalga- 
mated constituted one undertaking, which would be the undertaking of 
the continuing company—i.¢., the railway company. But there are 
provisions in the ey Act which ought to be taken into consideration 
in construing section 4, and, indeed, section 4 is in terms made subject 
to the provisions of the special Act. The principal sections ied 
on in the special Act are sections 7 and 31. So far as section 7 is con- 
cerned, it does not seem to me that there is anything in the section 
inconsistent with the clear words of section 4, that a’ the 
the two undertakings should be one undertaking, which sho’ be the 
undertaking of the continuing company. On the contrary, on the form of 
section 7, it seems to me that it is the intention of the Legislature that the 
words of section 4 as they stand shall have their natural and plain 
meaning. Then reliance was placed on section 31 of the special Act, which 
provides that the compauy shall keep its accounts in the dock undertaking 
separate. It was said that because of this provision for keeping 
separate accounts it ought not to be held that after the amalgama- 
tion the two undertakings constituted one undertaking, and that these 
words ought not to be given their natural meaning. I can see no 
ground for drawing this conclusion from section 31. There are many 
reasons why the accounts of the dock company and the railway company 
should be kept separate, for accounting purposes, which reasons are not 
in the slightest degree inconsistent with giving to the words of section 4 
their natural meaning. I propose, in dealing with the effect of the special 
Act, to take into consideration not only the sections of the special Act to 
which reference has been made, but also those sections of Part V. of the 
Railway Clauses Act, 1863, which relate to amalgamation. Those sections 
are sections 36, 37, 38, and 39, and special reliance was placed on section 
39. That section says that the powers of the dissolved company may be 
exercised in relation to the dissolved undertaking. It was contended that 
the necessary effect of these words is that nothing whatever can be done 
by the amalgamated company, in the present case the railway company, 
by virtue of the land of the dissolved company, in the present case the 
dock company, ee passed to the ted company, which the 
railway company could not have done before the amalgamation. So faras 
powers, strictly speaking, are concerned, I think that that was the 
meaning of the section. But if it is said that that section covers 
every act done by the railway company on the land of the dock company, 
transferred to the railway company as the mated company, I Xo 
notagree. I limit the operation of these words in section 39 strictly to 
powers, just as I limit the operation of the words in section 7 of the special 
Act strictly to provisions. But it is said that the use of the words in 
section 39 shews that the words in section 4 of the special Act, that the 
two undertakings should be amalgamated into one undertaking, should not 
be read in their natural sense, because, assuming that section 39 only 
transferred the powers, strictly speaking, of the dock company to the 
railway company in relation to the undertaking of the dock company, it 
is extremely improbable that the Legislature should have intended the 
express powers not to be transferred and yet should have intended the 
powers that arise from property in the land, or otherwise, to be 
transferred, and to be so transferred that théy may be exercised 
by the railway compavy not only upon the land acquired by the 
dock company, but also upon the land acquired by the railway 
company, and vice versd. I do not think that argument entirely unreason- 
able, but in my — it is outweighed by other considerations. 
The practical difficulties of carrying out an amalgamation would be 
enormous, if it were to be held in this case that it was impossible for the 
railway company to give the benefit to the dock premises of the exercise 
by the railway company of its rights of property over land occupied by it, 
or for the amalgamated company, when dealing with the dock company’s 
undertaking and property, to take advantage of the fact that the railway 
company by the possession of its property could effect useful work for the 
lock company. Such a construction would really lead to insuperable 
difficulties in the administration and working of the amalgamated 
company. In fact, in the course of the argument a series of instances of 
the user of land of one company for the benefit of the two companies were 
ut to counsel for the plaintiffs, and they had to admit in nearly every 
Eetonce that it could not have been the intention of the oy erat that 
such a user should be unlawful. It was es ted that the 10e8 put 
Were instances of admivistration, but itis manifest that these Acts intended, 
not only in resprot of administration, but aleo m respect of working, 
that these two undertakings should, after amalgamation, constitute one 
undertaking, which should be the undertaking of the rail com ; 
It was argued that, notwithstanding the tion, it be 
impossible for the railway company to do anything on ite land for more 
effectually carrying out the purposes of the amalgamated company, that it 


would, for instance, be wiird vires for the rail com to wa 

across the railway in onder +0 give scbuad te ths I think that 
it is impossible that it should have been the intention of the Legislature 
that no use should be made by the any portion 


company of 
of its land or property acquired under the railway Acts pea Dg of 
thedocks. To put it in another way, the court is asked to the opera- 
tion of section 4 of the special Act to such an extentas to construe “ me: 
mation ’’ 


4s constituting a simple transfer to the railway company of 
Management of the dock company without in any bense sumalgumeting the 


two companies beyond the necessary 

I do not accept that view. Of course, the 
amalgamated company is entitled to do everything which t be done 
by, and to exercise the po 
the words of section 4 of the special Act; but I 
taken by themselves, would have had that operation ; and that they must 
be taken as ha that full operation except in so far as that full 
ty ion is excl by section 7 or some other section of the special Act 
itself, or by the Railway Clauses Act, 1863. In my judgment the 
inferential rights which would naturally accrue from the must 
be taken to have perreed, ory so far as they are excluded by the sections 
already referred to, I do not believe that in the observations which I have 
made { have put forward any proposition which interferes with the recog- 
nized rules with regard to statutory corporations, whether railway pe 
tions or other . The first of these rules is that the powers of such 
acorporation are strictly limited by what may be found in the statute which 
creates it. The second is that, if such a statutory does any- 
thing outside the statute creating it, it lies with the on to establish 
that what has been done, although not eid provided for by the Act, 
is so way 2 to what is empowered by the Act that it must be held to be 

covered by the express words of the Act. P, to the i case, 

the amalgamated company admittedly e depth of a well on 
land acquired for the ec rg of the railway and then conveyed by pipes 
the water from that well to the docks, and the water has been used 
on the dock company’s land not only to supply the necessary water 
for the hydraulic machinery, or trade of that sort, 
but also for the supply of water to the tenants of- houses built for the 
more convenient ing on of the dock company's undertaking. 
In my judgment such effect ought to be given to the words of the special 
Act as will enable the amalgamated com) to do everything that could 
be done by virtue of the transfer of the rty, except what is pro- 
hibited by the express terms of the seed a some other Act. I think 
that this extension of the water supply in the well dug on the railway land 
for the purpose of carr out, not only railway objects, but also things 
which are necessary to one for the on of the docks, is in no 
sense illegal or u/trd vires, but is a thing which the continuing company is 
entitled to do by virtue of the — and the transfer of the property, 
there being nothing in any Act of Parliament cutting down the words of 
section 4 of the special Act so as to prevent the user of the land by the 
amalgamated company for these purposes or render it illegal or ultra vires. 
The appeal must be dismissed. 

Romer and Movtron, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect.— 
Counset, Danckwerts, K.O., and Parker; Sir R. B. Finlay, K.C., Hughes, 
K.C., and Gutch. Sotrcrrors, Sharpe, Parker, Pritehards, $ Co. ; 
R. F. Dunell. 
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[Reported by J. I. Srimuxe, Beq., Barrister-at-Law.) 


CLARK v. LONDON GENERAL OMNIBUS CO. (LIM.). No. 3. 
10th and 1ith July. 


Damaces—Neciicence Cavsine Deato—Lossor Davoxrrer’s Ssrvices— 
Fonerat Exrenses—Snockx—Farat Accrpents Act, 1846 (9 & 10 Vier. 
c. 93). 


Appeal by the defendants from a decision of Darling, J. The action was 
brought by F. W. S. Clark, who sued the defendant omnibus company 
under Lord Campbell's Act and at common law to recover for loss 
sustained by him owing to the death of his daughter, aged twelvé years, 
in consequence of the negli of the defendants’ servants, 
and also for damages done to two bicycles. The defendants pleaded 
that there had been no negligence on their F og The 
of the plaintiff's claim were as follow: («) funeral expenses to 
which the plaintiff had been put ; (6) the travelling —-* incurred to 
recruit the health of himself and his wife owing to i 
them in consequence of the shock they sustained owing to their daughter's 
death ; (c) the amount of damage done to the bicycles; and (@) the loss 
arising from loss of the services of his daughter. Evidence was given on 
behalf of the plaintiff that the deceased girl lived at home and assisted her 
mother in the home, and that since her death a permanent servant had 
been rendered necessary. It was also proved that at the time of her death 
her schooling was costiag i 
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under Lord Campbell’s Act and at common law. With regard to the 
claim under the Act the course of authority seemed to shew that the claim 
for funeral expenses could not be brought. The Act seemed to give certain 
a right of action in respect of claims which could have been brought 
by the deceased person himself had the accident not proved fatal. [He 
referred to Dalton v. South-Eastern Railway Co. (4 C. B. N. 8. 296), 
in which a claim based on Lord Campbell’s Act had been disallowed. | 
It was argued that the preamble of that Act was a complete 
statement of the common law on the subject. He did not agree 
with that argument, as in his opinion the preamble only led 
up to the change of the law which was brought about by the statute. 
ing that there was an obligation on a person to bury his child, he 
doubted if there was here an expense which it could be said was one which 
could be recovered from the person causing the death. Butthe whole force 
of the argument put forward on behalf of the plaintiff seemed to be against 
such a contention, except in the limited case of master and servant. But 
this exception would not help the plaintiff because the jury had found that 
he had suffered no iary loss through the loss of service. Apart from 
that loss the plaintiff would be bound to shew that there was such an 
obligation on the master to bury his servant as to render him liable for not 
doing so; but this could not be maintained. He thought that the argument 
ef ceteage by counsel for the defendants, that no right of the plaintiff 
been violated, was correct. What right could be said to have been 
i The father had no right of property in the child; there had been 
no breach of duty, and no property of the father which had been affected. 
It was one of those cases which fell within the class of Ashby v. White, 
in which the law gave no remedy for the loss sustained. His judgment 
must be for the defendants. In arriving at this conclusion he knew that 
he was differing from Phillimore, J., in Bedwell v. Golding, but only so far 
as the learned judge was dealing with Lord Campbell’s Act, and it was 
~s the age of the person who was killed was an element which the 
judge had taken into consideration. It seemed to him that that 
case was really not an authority for that reason in the present case. He 
could not but ex his opinion that the proposition that if a death from 
accident eaeiaed ie expeate it might give rise to a right of action to 
recover those expenses, went a great deal too far. 

SirGorett Barnes, P., and Fanwei1, L.J., gave judgment to the like 
effect. [The appeal was allowed with costs, the court intimating that 
this was a case in which the company, who were quite rightly contending 
fur a principle, might well forego their rights as to costs.|— CounseL, 
Roskill, K.C ,and H. Marshall; J. Eldon Bankes, K C., and Theobald Mathew. 
Sorscrrozs, Hicks, Davis, & Hunt ; Druces § Attlee. 

| Reported by Exsxixz Rep, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.| 


WEINER c. GILL. SAME r. SMITH. No. 3. 12th and 13th July. 


Sauz or Gooos —Sarz on Rercun—Passisc or Prorerry—Sare ror Casu 
Osty—Arrzovat or Conrzact—Sarz or Goovs Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. 
c. 71), 6. 18, z. 4. 


This was an appeal by the defendants from the decision of Bray, J., in 
two actions (reported below in 53 W. BR. 553; 1905, 2 K. B. 172), and 
raised an important point under the Sale of Goods Act. The facts of the 
case are as follows: The claim was in both actions for the delivering up of 
j by the defendants or alternatively payment of their value. The 
iff was a manufacturing jewellerand the defendants were pawnbrokers. 
ong in — and September, 1904, delivered the jewellery to 
uhn, 4 r in jewellery, u the terms in each case of a 
note or memorandum bearing the following heading: “‘On approba- 
tiom or sale for cash only from Samuel Weiner, diamond mounter 
and manufacturing jeweller. Goods had on approbation or on sale 
the property of Samuel Weiner until such goods 
charged. The consignees are responsible for these 

are returned to my ion.”” The note specified 

at which the plaintiff was willing to sell the articles. Huhn 
delivered the articles to Longman, who was also a dealer in jewellery, 
Longman in the case of each article that he 

had a particular customer who was desirous of buying an article of that 
description, and he so delivered them to Longman upon the terms that 
y cash for them or return them in a few days. In fact 

alee had no customer for any of the articles, and he immediately on 
pledged them with defendants respectively, 

. Longman was subsequently 
—— by for larceny of the articles, but was acquitted. Bray, 
ca judgment for the plaintiff in both actions. On behaif of the appel- 
it was contended that Huhn, having parted with the of the 


coment that the estopped de 7 5 aay 
Was from denying that the E 

passed. On Penaif of the respondent it was contended that whole 
the rules in section 14 of the Bale of ( Act, 1893 were governed by 
Opening words A the section, “ Unless a different {ntention J 
- ion note dearly shewed a different intention. 
wae merely 2 decision on on ordinary contract 
Hukn could only signify his approval of the 


6 CI. aie saying | 
vummonn, C . = = oa no opinion on the 








'y depends upon what con- 








stitutes the true view of the document constituting the contract, 
Section 18 of the Sale of Goods Act, rule 4, provides that “‘ unless g 
different intention appears, when goods are delivered to the buyer on 
approval or on ‘ sale or return,’ or other similar terms, the property therein 

to the buyer, when he signifies his approval or acceptangg 
to the seller, or does any other act adopting the transaction.” [Hig 
lordship then read the terms of the contract, and continued i I 
think that the meaning of the document was that the property should 
not pass until Huhn said, ‘“‘I like the goods, and here is the cash fay 
them,’’ or ‘*I like the goods, will you debit them tome?’’ The result jg 
that by the document the goods did not pass, till either one or other of thogg 
two events happened, payment or a debit by the plaintiff. The contrag 
is not, in my opinion, open to any objection in law, and therefore, as the 
Sale of Goods Act, 1893, contemplated the property in goods passing only 
upon the terms that might be specified being complied with, I consider 
there is nothing in the present case to indicate that the property should 
pass until those terms were satisfied, and as the terms of the special 
contract had not been complied with no property did pass.—Counsm, 
J. A. Hamilton, K.0. and Attenborough ; Rawlinson, K.C., and H. Dob, 
Soxicrrors, Attenborough § Sons; Julius 8S. White. 


[Reported by Aan Hoae, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


GRUNNELL v. WELCH. No. 3. 10th July. 


LaNDLoRD AND TEeNANT—ItieGAL Distress—Trespass AB INITIO—Riggr 
or LanpDLoRD To Make F resp Levy, 


This was an appeal from the judgment of Kennedy and Ridley, JJ., on 
an appeal from the Waltham County Court. ‘he appellant was the wife 
of a tenant of a house which had been let to i husband by the 
respondent. At Midsummer, 1904, two quarters’ rent were in arrear, 
and on the 19th of July the landlord put in a distress. The bailiff entered 
the house by forcibly breaking the chain of the front door, and seized 
furniture which admittedly belonged to the appellant. The bailjf 
remained in possession for eleven days, and then left the house for two 
hours; upon his return he was refused re-admission and made mo 
attempt tv re-enter. On the 5th of August a fresh distress for the sam 
rent was levied by a diffcrent bailiff under a fresh warrant and 
were seized which were to some extent different from those seized on the 
previous occasion. The goods were removed and advertised for sale, where 
upon the appellant took the n steps to replevy her goods, and in 
due course brought her action in the county court. Before the replevin 
became effectual the appéllant and her husband had brought an action in 
the High Court against the respondent in which they claimed damages in 
respect of the illegal entry on the 19th of July, and the appellant had brought 
a further action in the High Court in which she claimed the restoration of 
the goods seized on the 5th of August, together with an injunction against 
the respondent selling or dealing with them. ‘These actions had 
not been pursued after the present action of replevin had bee 
brought. The county court judge gave judgment for the respon 
dent on the ground that the first distress was void ab initis, 
and consequently the second distress was valid. The judgment wa 
confirmed in the Divisional Court. Counsel for the appellant said it was 
not disputed that a landlord who has distrained once cannot distrain 4 
second time for the same rent; hence if the first distress was a sufficient 
distress, although admittedly illegal, for the purpose of that principle the 
appellant was entitled to succeed. ‘The judgments below proceeded on 
the decision of Attack v. Bramwell (3 B. & 8. 220), where the judges had 
no doubt said that an illegal distress was void. But it was only 
void in the sense of being ineffectual, and that was sufficient for that 
case; it was not void in the sense of being non-existent, as could bh 
seen by considering the effect of an illegal distress upon other proceed- 
ings—e.g., @ person who bought goods from an auctioneer had a 
title although the goods had been illegally distrained ; that could not be 
so if the illegal distress had been void for ali purposes—i.c., in the sense 
of non-existent. Or, again, it was clear law that, although the distress be 
illegal, the tenant could not recapture his goods after they had been daly 
impounded: Coke on Lyttelton, 47; 3 Black. Com., p. 12. There is no 
direct authority on the point, but by analogy in the law of execution a 
execution was good although the officer was a trespasser: Semayne's cat 
(Smith’s Leading Cases, vol. 1, 104), resolution 4. Lastly, it did not li in 
the mouth of the respondent to set up his own illegality for the pare 
of proving the first distress to be void: He Hallett's Estate (13 Ch. D. 696), 
Counsel for the respondent were not called upon, 

Tue Covur (Lord Atvexstone, C.J., Gonett Baunvs, P., and Fanwstl, 
LJ.) dis the appeal on the grounds of the decision in the court 
a I ag 6 that the first distress was void ah initio on the authority 
of Attack v. Bramwell, and that the respondent was not estopped yaa 
illegal act of his bailiff.—Counser, Kod; Morton Smith and Mork 
So.icrrous, Lumley & Lumley; Avery § Sons. 


[Reported by Maviuoe N. Davoquen, Keq., Barrister-ut-Law. | 


*,* In the report of the case of Lewin v. Baker (ante, p. 616) it should haw 
been stated that Messrs, Simmons & Simmons acted for Mr. G 
Jones, of Mountain Ash, instead of for Mr. W. J, Shipton, of the same 
mee By an error of the press, the notice to determine the tenancy W# 

ae n the report as a three years’ notice instead of a three mom 
notice, 








The Conveyancing Bill, the Settled Land Bill, and the Marre 
ee ill were read a third time in the House of Lords @ 
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Societies. 


The Law Society. 


ANNUAL MEETING. 


The annual general meeting of the Law Society was held on Friday, the 
13th inst., at the Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, Mr. C. My_nz Barker, the 
retiring President, taking the chair. The following members of the 
Council were present: Mr. Henry Attlee, Mr. Thomas William Bischoff, 
Mr. Edmund Kell Blyth, Mr. Ebenezer John Bristow, Mr. John Wreford 
Budd, Mr. Robert Ellett (Cirencester), Mr. William Edward Foster 
(Aldershot), Mr. Henry Edward Gribble, Sir John Edward Gray Hill 
(Liverpool), Sir John Hollams, Mr. William John Humfrys (Hereford), 
Mr. Henry James Johnson, Mr. a. Henham King (Maidstone), Mr. 
William George King, Mr. Harry Wilmot Lee, Mr. Henry Manisty, Mr. 
Joseph Farmer Milne (Manchester), Mr. Richard Pennington, Mr. Thomas 
Rawle, Sir Albert Kaye Rollit, B.A., LL.D., D.C.L., Mr. Charles Leopold 
Samson, Mr. Richard Stephens Taylor, Mr. Walter Trower, Mr. Wiltiam 
Melmoth Walters, Mr. William Howard Winterbotham, and Mr. Philip 
Witham ; together with the following extraordinary members : Mr. Thomas 
Eggar (Brighton) and Mr. Charles Elton Longmore (Hertford). 


Prizes AND CERTIFICATES. 


The Prestpent presented the prizes and certificates awarded at the 
Honours Examination held in April last as follows; Mr. F. M. Capron, 
Qlement’s-inn, Daniel Reardon, and John Mackrell prizes and certificate ; 
Mr. E. Dales, Clement’s-inn and Daniel Reardon prizes and certificate ; and 
Mr. M. F. Cahill, New-inn prize and certificate. Certificates, 2nd Class : 
Mr. C. B. Blateh, Mr. W. B. Kennett, Mr. H. Roberts, and Mr. W. Young. 
3rd Class: Mr. OC. T. Cooke, Mr. H. R. Hart, and Mr. W. F. Hill. The 
following gentlemen did not attend: Certificates, 2nd Class: Mr. G. W. 
Daynes, and Mr. H. W. Skinner. 3rd Class: Mr. William George, Mr. 
0, J. M. Whittaker, and Mr. Leslie Williams. 


PRESIDENT AND VicE-PRESIDENT. 


The Presipent said that Mr. Fladgate felt himself unable to accept the 
nomination of himself to the office of president. He had written that he 
was forced to come to this conclusion on the ground of ill-health. He 
said that it was with much regret that he felt forced toask him to put before 
the Council his inability to accept nomination as president for the ensuing 
year, but as would be seen from the certificate he sent he was forbidden 
to attempt to discharge his professional duties for three months, and he felt 
quite unable to do otherwise than follow the advice of his medical 
attendant. He asked him to convey to the Council his appreciation of the 
great honour which had been done him in nominating him for the position 
and his regret that he was unable to accept the office. He asked him to 
convey his thanks to the members of the Council and tke officers of the 
society for the kindness and courtesy he had met with during his tenure 
of the office of vice-president. Unfortunately Mr. Fladgate's letter was 
received after the time had passed for nominating a member of the Council 
for election as president at that meeting, and except in the case of a casual 
vacancy the president could be elected’ only at an annual meeting after 
due notice. This being the state of affairs, the Council had to consider 
what should be done, and he asked the meeting to elect Mr. Attlee, who had 
been duly nominated as vice-president to the office of president. It was 
his (Mr. Barker’s) intention to resign the office of president, thus creating a 
casual vacancy under the bye-laws. The Council would then proceed to elect 
apresident under the powers they possessed under suchgsye-laws, and he had 
reason to believe their choice would fall upon Mr. Attlee, who was next in 
order to Mr, Fladgate, and in the ordinary course would have succeeded to 
the vice-presidency for the ensuing year. Mr. Beale, who was next in order 
desired to stand aside for the year. Under these circumstances Mr. Blyth 
stood next in the rota, and he would be asked to fill the office of vice- 
president. He could congratulate the society on the prospect of having 
such an admirable man as Mr, Attlee for their president. In his judg- 
ment he would fulfil the duties of the office to the complete satisfaction of 
the society. He had told the meeting the Council’s proposition, and he 
felt sure the members would unanimously give the course the Council had 
taken their approval. He would therefore move formally from the chair : 
a meeting approves of the course proposed to be taken by the 

cil.”’ 

Sir Joun Hottams seconded the motion. 

The Pxestpenr: I take it that has the unanimous approval of the 
meeting. (Applause). 

The motion was agreed to unanimously. 

Vacancies on tHE Counctt. 


The Paestpenr submitted the names of candidates duly nominated to 
fill the vacancies on the Council as follows: Mr. Harvey Clifton, 4, New- 
court, Lincoln’s-inn, W.O,; Mr. Edward Henry Fraser, D.O.L., Notting- 
ham; Sir John Gray Hill, 10, Water-street, Liverpool; Mr. Henry James 
Johnson, 101, Leadenhall-street, City; Mr. William George King, 
12, Essex-street, Strand, W.0.; Mr. Harry Wilmot Lee, 1, The Sanctuary, 
Westminster; Mr, Richard Pennington, 64, “Lincoln’s-inn-fields ; Mr. 
Charles Leopold Samson, 8), Gresham-street, E.C., and Manchester; Mr. 
Walter Trower, 5, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C.; Mr, Edward 
Francis Turner, 115, Leadenhall-street, E.C.; Mr, William Melmoth 
Walters, 9, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C.; Mr. Philip Witham, 1, 
Gray’s-inn-square, W.0.; and Mr, William Howard Winterbotham, 1, 
New-court, Oarey-street, W.O, 

Mr, Foxn said the first name was that of a gentleman who had been 
nominated by a Cabinet Minister and several Members of Parliament, 
He was not on the ‘ house list,’ 3 j 





The Presipent said he did not think that any question of 
arose at that moment. It would be open to Mr. Ford to 


more in number than the vacancies, an election by ballot would be 
necessary, aud he would therefore appoint five ee ee Mr. 
W. J. Fraser, Mr. F. G. Cordwell, Mr. William Arnold, Mr. 

Downes, and Mr, P. R. Lyell. 


i 


Chappelow, ses 
Edmund Ralph Cook, River Plate House, ee i 

Walter Frederick Cunliffe, Chancery-lane, W.C. As there were no 
other candidates, he declared them duly elected. 


Socrery’s Accounts. 


The Prestpent moved that the account of income and expenditure be 
received and approved. 


Arrtictep Cierks’ Account. 


Mr. Cxartes Forp (London) said that he was afraid the members were 
all too much in the habit of taking e ing as a matter of course. For 
about forty years he had been pressing upon the Council that they acted 
unfairly with regard to the articled clerks’ fund as regarded the 
expenditure. He thought it was still most unjust to the students’ fund, 
and therefore to the students themselves, to charge them with £700 as 
their proportion of ‘‘ rates, taxes, &c.,’’ on the building. It was far more 
unjust to charge them with over £3,000 for their share of “salaries 
to officers, clerks and servants, and ons.”” It was unjust to 
charge them £190 for ‘‘ depreciation on iture, fixtures, and fittings,”’ 
which ought not to be charged at all, Worst of all, notwithstandmg 
what the Council had done in giving a separate place to the articled clerks’ 
account in the accounts, they still charged the fund with nearly £2,000 as 
their share of the rent of the society's For the first time in the 
history of the society there was a balance in favour of the students’ fund. 
He would ask what — of — balance and what dye 

roposed to do with it. heard, very properly, a great about 
the unsatisfactory way in which some members of the ion kept their 
accounts, and the Law Society ought to set a good example in this respect, 
and he hoped to hear that this surplus of £3,296 15s. 5d. had been 
dealt with. The Council had already carried it to a separate account 
looked upon it properly as a trust fund. He hoped they would give 
satisfactory explanation with regard to it, because solicitors looked to them 
for instructions as to keeping public money. The Council pointed out in the 
report that they had made alterations in the form of the accounts, bat they 
had not given any particulars of those alterations. The Council were well 
acquainted with them, but the members were not, He asked the Council, 
and not only the President, what had they done with that £3,200? 

The Presipent: The £3,296 19s. 5d. been carried to a separate 
account and invested. 

Mr. Foxp: It ought to be so stated in the report. 


ENTERTAINMENTS AFTER EXAMINATIONS. 


Mr. P. R. Lyett (London) said there was an item of £1,132 14s. for 
‘‘entertainments after each examination, and Council luncheons for the 
year.” He did not know on what principle the Council acted when they 
invited guests to these functions, but he did notice 
members of the bar, law officers of the Crown, and 
were often invited, and as to that he was sure the members were all agreed 
that it was a very desirable thing it should be d 
him as a young member of the society that the time had arrived at length 
when with every propriety the Council mi 
more generally among the members of the society. 
time put down as guests members of 
relatives, distinguished members of the bar, 
to s that the average member who 
two, three, or four guineas was conspicuous 
functions of the society. -He would ~~ if they were 
given atthe expense of the members of 
oo ape none, an ees ar Ane funds of by 
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intercourse might be extended among the ; : 
Council would take this matter into their serious consideration. 

The Paxsipent said it had been his policy and the 
predecessors to take care that members of the society were 
order. This policy had been pursued in and 
his distinguished and the gentleman before him 
Hill and Mr, Rawle. Mr, Lyell’s observations should recei 
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£23 that was the surplus for the present year might very well be lost and 
disappear in a deficit next year. 

Me W. Trower (Chairman of the Finance Committee) said the society 
had no responsibility in the matter with regard to the catering. The 
Council entered into a contract with the caterer, and he was responsible 
for the catering. 

Mr. Pariimmore: Does the caterer make any profit, then? 

Mr. Trower: We imagine that the caterer would not act as caterer 
without making some profit. 

Mr. Partumore supposed not. -But it was a most unsatisfactory thing, 
and the terms of the contract with the caterer ought to be set out. for the 
benefit of the society at large. 

The motion was then adopted. 


AnxvaL Report. 
The Parsipent moved the adoption of the annual report. 


ArticLep Cizrks’ Acoovnt. 


Mr. Forp said with regard to the students’ accounts there was matter 
for congratulation. He was glad to think that after: he had been 
pressing the matter on the Council for forty years they had at last 
moved in the direction he had advocated, The report stated: ‘‘ It will 
be noticed that there are several alterations in the form of the accounts, 
particularly with reference to the articled clerks’ account. For many 
years before 1905 there had been deficiencies in the articled clerks’ account, 
and large sums had been provided by the society to meet them. Now, 
however, by reason of the increase of examination fees the articled clerks’ 
fund is sufficient to meet the present demands upon it, and the Council 
had taken the cpportunity of making a careful readjustment of the 
expenses chargeable against the fund.”” The members were thankful for 
small mercies, and hoped the Council would go into the adjustment of 
these expenses against the fund, and that they would eventually come 
down to what he advocated. The report went on: ‘As members are 
aware, the form of the account was brought before the judges in the year 
1885, and their lordships recognized that it was in order for the society to 
charge the articled clerks’ fund with an annual sum in the nature of rent 
for the use of the society’s building, and a proportion of the general dis- 
bursements of the society.’? Well, learned judges were not infallible. 
Was it at one of the dinners which had been referred to that the matter 
was discussed with him? They had never been told who the judges were 
No doubt, like the rest of mortals who were acting as judges at that 
period, they had passed to rest. What did they say? All the 
judges said was not that the Council were charging a right propor- 
tion. No judge had ever told them that. All they had said was that they 
thought from the way in which the case was presented to them that some 
ag of these charges should be charged against the students. Therefore 

e (Mr. Ford) thought there was a very weak case so far as the Council 
were concerned. With regard to what Mr. Phillimore had said, the Law 
Club had gone, he was thankful to say, but the society had now an 
institution in its place which was not so bad, but which ought in time to 
be got rid of to the advantage of the profession and the finances of the 
society. The society should do away with caterers and have a system by 
which members could go, without any nonsense about table money, and 
get refreshment as they could elsewhere and at the same prices. 


Scuott or Law. 


The report stated that ‘‘ No progress has been made with the scheme for 
a school of law since the issue of the last report of the Council.” He 
really thought that from what Sir Albert Rollit had told them when he was 
og that by this time there would have been in full swing this excel- 
ent idea of a school of law. How far the Council were or were not 
responsible for the present unfortunate state of things he did not pretend to 
know, but he was extremely sorry to say that their new system of legal 
education really could not be said to be at all satisfactory. He saw that 
that there were fourteen more men entered for the term than in the pre- 
vious year, but fourteen more students out of the hundreds of students 
every year was, he thought, hardly a very satisfactory state of things. 


Soricrrors’ Certiricate Duty. 


He thought they were much indebted to the Council for some very 
valuable reports set out in the appendix from various committees, and he 
was sorry that the Council had not touched upon the question of solicitors’ 
certificate duty. When Mr. Phillimore, at the last general meeting, with- 
drew his motion on the subject of solicitors’ certificate duty an appeal was 
made to him by a member of the Council, and he (Mr. Ford) certainly 
understood that at least the Council would deal with it in the annual 
report, but there was no mention of it at all. 


PARLIAMENTARY AGENTS. 


There was a reference in the report to parliamentary agents. He 
ventured to think that every certificated solicitor ought from that circum- 
stance to be qualified without any further ceremony to act as a parlia- 
mentary agent. The report stated in the appendix that a proposal had 
been made by the Welsh delegates to the Legal Education Committee to 
the effect that the system of local tutors might be combined with a system 
whereby such articled clerks as could spare the time might have resort for 
@ period of about six weeks in each year of their articles to a university for 
the purpose of receiving short courses of legal tuition. This was an excel- 
lent suggestion, and he was sorry it had met with discouragement on the 
part of the Council. 

Mr. J. 8. Rusuvsrern (London) said the members must all feel greatly 
indebted to the Council every year when they received the annual report, 
because it was an indication of the enormous amount of work they per- 


formed for the benefit of the profession. He hardly thought it would by 
right to allow the opportunity to pass without acknowledging this. 


Rute Committees. 


With regard to the Judicature Bill the report stated: ‘‘ The Council, in — 
conjunction with the Associated Provincial Law Societies, had again beay 
in communication with the Lord Chancellor with reference to the soci 
representation on the Rule Committee of the Supreme Court, and 
lordship introduced a Bill which had passed the House of Lords ang 
provides that there shall be two pees solicitors on the committes 
one of whom shall be a member of the Council of the Law Society and the 
other should be a member of the Law Society and also of a provincial lay 
society. All the members of the committee will be nominated by the Lon 
Chancellor.’’ He personally considered that this concession, if it 
be called so, was totally inadequate. He had for many years urged 
the Rule Committee was essentially one upon which solicitors should fh 
adequately represented, and having regard-to the fact that the commitigs 
was constituted of eight judges and two K.C.’s, plus the Lord Chancellor 
and, of course, the President of the society for the time being. He haj 
always contended that that was an absolutely inefficient committee, notin 
touch with the actual work which the Rule Committee was required tp 
carry out, and that until and unless at least half the representatives on that 
committtee were practising solicitors there would not be a satisfactory 
committee. The costs of litigation were largely increased by inter. 
locutory proceedings which must be taken before the action could come m 
incourt. These were proceedings with which they alone as solicitors war 
well acquainted and able to judge. The judges were not the right person 
to deal with this particular matter of procedure, they had no experiene , 
It was the solicitors who should have a very dominating voice in such 
matters. Therefore he was very vs g epee indeed to fiud that the Lay 
Society should be apparently satisfied by such a nominal addition to their 
numbers on the Rule Committee. Apart from that, he thought the 
an admirable one. It shewed an immense amount of work which 
been accomplished, and he heartily congratulated the members on fhat 
work. 

Argtictep Crerks’ Funpv.—Teacuine. 

Mr. Puriumore said he wished to ask two questions and make oneor 
two remarks, and to move a resolution. He wanted to know by whom th 
question about articled clerks’ funds and their distribution had ben 
brought before the judges in 1885. He had mentioned that to Mr 
Williamson at very short notice that morning, and he had at great trouble 
to himself prepared an answer to the question, and he (Mr. Phillimore) wa 
looking forward to the answer with great interest. Personally Mh, 
Williamson had been most energetic on behalf of the society. Th 
second question referred to a matter dealt with in the report. Under th 
Act of Parliament, 1877, s. 8, the society had provided teaching fa 
persons proposing to be articled clerks to solicitors, not merely those who 
were under articles, because it seemed to him that the society was unde 
a statutory obligation to provide for the preliminary education of articled 
clerks, their general education, as he understood it. He even thought th 
society would be justified in subsidizing the elementary schools of the 
country. 

SmoxrnG rm Lrprary. 


With regard to the library, he had to complain that smoking 
and drinking went on there, and even a moderate use of the 
fragrant weed was an intolerable nuisance to those using fh 
library. When he went into what was misnamed the commot 
room, but which he called the library annexe, to consult valuable 
books, he had todo so at a table strewn with cigar ends. Even the 
alcoves, which ought to be used for persons who were students and wished 
to use the books, could not be so used because members of the society used 
the tables as coffee tables and for reading various light literature. It wa 
an abuse of the society’s building. He did not know of any other library 
in which such proceedings were permitted. A smoking-room was pro 
and that alone should be used in this way. He was not a smoker, but 
had no particular bias, aud if people liked tosmoke he would have them smokt 
as meen as they liked, but it ought to be done in the proper place, and ne 
in the library, where expensive books were kept, and to the annoyance 
others who were not smokers. He saw noreason why the Council should 
have rescinded the resolution, which, by the way, they said only appliedto 
smoking, by which smoking was confined to a portion only of the comma 
room. They did not say they had rescinded it so far as it referred @ 
eating and drinking. He saw no reason why the practice should go on® 
such an extent as to be a nuisance to others. There was a very serious 
matter mentioned in the report to which he wished to draw special atte 
tion. It was there stated that ‘“‘ complaints have been made that member 
advertising in the society’s registry often cause unnecessary trouble by a 
specifically stating their requirements, and it has been alleged that insom 
cases money is advertised for loan on mortgage in order to obtain paymass 

above 













of inquiry fees when no money is in factavailable.”” Then it said, 

a charge of advertising money for loan in the circumstances 

mentioned be substantiated, the Council cannot fail to take serious notict 

of it.” This was a slur re all the members of the society and placed 

them in the vtiage A of fraudulent persons using the registry fors 
€ 









wrongful purpose. would move: ‘That this meeting observes 
great regret the allegations contained in the Council’s report stating = 





‘in some cases money is advertised for loan on mortgage in order thi 
payment of inquiry fees when no money is in fact available,’ and 
meeting considers that such a vague and offensive charge ought not to have 
been made by the Council without substantial evidence of its truth, 
that as this allegation is a reflection upon the honour of every member 
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the society this meeting hereby directs the Council to amend their 
by deleting this alepelicn and all reference thereto,’’ ‘The statement 
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report was discreditable to the society, but he would leave the matter 
without further observation in the hands of the meeting. 
Mr. Forv seconded the motion. 
PrestpEnt said he would put the motion to the meeting, though he 
Prin think it strictly in order. Ming, 
The motion was negatived, six votes being given in its favour and a 


number against. 
large Scoot or Law. 


Sir Avsent Rout said that Mr. Ford had made an observation about 
the work done in the classes of the society and about the failure of the 
attempt to establish a school of law, quoting him as a former president to 
the siect that he had said a school of law would be established. He 
would remind the meeting that the school of law had nearly been matured, 
put opposition from one Inn of Court had ultimately prevented its 

m, though the society had supported the proposals of the then 
Attorney-General. But the society, it should be noted, had secured for 
itself half the annual income from the sale of Clifford’s-inn and New-inn, 
which it was devoting to its own school of law. And this school, which 
had not yet been established three years, had been successful. The 
number of regular students had already increased from 212 to 235; the 
total number of students was 489, and there had been 163 new scholars 
each year, and no money had been wasted on bricks and mortar. 
scholarships had been established, and the grants for legal education in 
the provinces through the provincial law societies had been materially 

both in number and amounts. And if the obstacles to the 

ion of a general school of law should be removed, the organisation 

and work of the society’s school would not only have done the best 
work for the solicitor branch of the profession, but would secure 
for that profession a high status and a definite representation in any 
school of law which might be founded, though he was content with 
the progress of their own school in the work of legal education, which was 
most vital to the interests of solicitors both socially and professionally. He 
had thought it was very desirable that Mr. Ford’s observation should elicit 
some reply, seeing what had been done by the society, and how the matter 
of legal education, as far as the society was concerned, stood at present. 
The profession had been greatly indebied to the late Attorney-General, Sir 
Robert Finlay, for the efforts he made to obtain the establishment of a 
school of law, and an agreement had been come to both in principle and 
in detail, and he (Sir Albert Rollit) believed that if that scheme had been 
carried through with the co-operation of the society it would have been 
an extremely good thing. Still, though that scheme not been adopted, 
the result had not been altogether ni/. In the first , they were 
enjoying the benefit of the income to which he had ref ; and, assuming 
that to be only an interim arrangement, it was one. which was providing 
materially for the educational benefit .of the solicitor branch of the pro- 
fession, and the society had what might fairly be called a really good 
school of Jaw. It had to be organized, and ial teachers to be 
appointed. They had got to that point that solicitors might hope and 
expect to be among those who carried on the teaching for the society, and 
that, he thought, would meet with the approval of the profession. If the 
members of the profession who took an interest in legal education—which 
tohis mind was perhaps the most material subject for consideration—would 
read the report of the work that had been done, he thought there would 
be a feeling of gratitude on the part of the members generally for what 
had been done by the Council. Nothing had been er | building, 
which a school of law might have involved, but the ‘had been 
cartied on in the society’s premises, and if ever the schéme of a 
general school of law should be revived for joint use*6én the of 
both branches of the profession, and if the obstacle to which he had 
referred should be removed they might depend upon it that the 
foundation would be with the society on tke proof that they had 
utilized to the best advantage their buildings for the purpose. This 
would give the society a status in dealing with the question of legal 
education which would be a tribute, he hoped, to the Council and the 
souiety, and would be most advantageous to them. Mr. Beale had asked 
him to say that a report on the subject would be circulated amongst them. 
vow aoa Albert Rollit) thought it would be most important and 





Artictep Crerxs’ Account. 


wo peinees asked for an answer to his question as to who referred 
Question as to apportioning a part of the expenses of th 
Anticled Clerks’ Fand A died sin peeer Sure? 

Me, W. Metmo1n Waxrers (London) eaid this was a matter as to which 
Mr... ore had to give notice of his question. 

Mr, Trower said he would answer the question. An elaborate report 
Was made and considered by the Finance Committee. That report was 
adopted by the Council. It was fully discussed and approvéd of by Lord 
Coleridge and Lord Esher at a conference at which the President, Mr. 
Roscoe, the chairman of the Finance Committee, Mr. Pennington, and the 
secretary, Mr. Williamson, were present. 

Mr, Puruuinore asked who brought the matter before them. 

. Trower said it was brought forward in 1885 as the result of a 
question by Mr. Phillimore. ‘There was a letter from Mr. Phillimore to 
the ne at that time. : 

. Pamimore: Thank you, sir. It is very amusing. I repudiate it 
=, moda I brought before the notice of the judges were (Cries 
we Pat SIDENT said that if Mr. Phillimore desired any further or fuller 
to a ‘ion upon the point he must give notice and it would be attended 

. € information which had been given him at this meeting was, he 

» aCCurate, and must serve for the present purpose. 

* ORE: I will do so. 


County Courts. 


zwis (London) said that there was omitted from the annual 
ference unty court matters. Asa member of the 


tc 


aight some of the work of the office to a junior partner or 


t he say that the Council got out of touch with county court 

he suggested that if some members of the society who 
in the county courts could have the opportunity of ee 
a the Council sa we — “ty 2 for mw ag they might have 

e opportunity of gi their experience. It was not necessary 

or conteuiont at a sate of this ‘kind to discuss details. In the 
— of last year an admirable — 
Bill brought forward by Sir Albert it. 
parliamentary work prevented it being passed, and that 
reason why it was not referred to in the present report. 
they might not take it that nothing was being done. Several reforms were 
needed with regard to the county courts. For instance, solicitors, regis- 
trars, and high bailiffs should be appointed on the Rule Committee, so 
that proper reforms might be carried out. Then default summonses ought 
to be done away with. Also solicitors ought to have the right of being 
represented in county court actions by their managing clerks, which woul 
be convenient, not only to the profession, but to the public. There were 
many more reforms of a like character with which he would not trouble 
the meeting. The increasing jurisdiction of the county courts enhanced 
the dignity of the proceedings and their importance. 

The Presrpent said the meeting was very much obliged for these 
remarks, but did they arise on the motion for the adoption of the report ? 

Mr. Lewis said he was calling attention to the fact that there was no 
reference to the county courts in the report. 

The Prestpent said that these matters had been dealt with and carefully 
considered by an outside committee. There had been an outside com- 
mittee not com of members of the Council except in part, and that 
committee had obtained the very best opinion from gentlemen practising 
ia the county courts. The committee had dealt with current matters as 
they arose but there had been nothing of sufficient interest or importance 
to warrant a statement with to it in the annual report, and the 
Council had not thought it necessary to submit any recommendations to a 
general meeting during the current year. The observations Mr. Lewis 
had made should be noted and well considered. 

Sir Avner Routt said it was only just to say that all these suggestions 
were included in the Bill which ultimately became an Act, but owing to 
Parliamentary difficulties they were abandoned that the Act might be 

assed. As to the promotion of the Bill, Mr. Ellett had rendered 
important assistance from his active county court knowledge, as well as 
other members of the Council who knew the necessity of reform. But it 
had been necessary to drop a great deal from the Bill. He had in fact 
only succeeded in passing the Bill through Parliament by postponing 
most of the reforms which had been mentioned, of the urgent need of 
which the Council were fully conscious and for which he had long worked. 
He had also himself since introduced a Bill to effect these reforms, but 
Parliamentary procedure had made it impossible to it. 

Mr. Leonarp 8. M. Watts (London) said he should like to support the 
remarks made by Mr. Lewis. He would, however, only put forward one 
suggestion. At the present time the rulee of the county courts were made 
by ju assisted by counsel. Anyone practising in the county courts— 
and he practised there for thirteen years and had five years’ previous 
experience—he was quite sure that anyone practising there would be 
practically convinced that rules could not properly be made by the judges 
because the judges did not see how those rules worked out. It was only 
those who had gone through the drudgery of county court work and 
practice who could understand where they were defective and in what way 
they needed reform. He heard with surprise that no report had been 
made by this outside committee that had been referred to. It seemed to 
him that every rule that was added to the county court practice—and 
rules were added occasionally, increased the trouble of plaintiffs 
and solicitors in collexting debts, and one would think that they were 
brought forward solely and wholly for the purpose of defeating the 

laintiffs and preventing them oe their money and for giving the 
Fefendants every possible opportunity of getting out of payment of their 
just debts. He would press upon the Council that they should take very 
active steps in the matter, having in mind that the only remedy which 
appeared likely to be effective was to get practical solicitors on the Rule 
ommitt:e. 

Mr. R. Exterr (Cirencester) said the Council were in entire sympathy 
with the speakers, especially on the point as to the constitution of the 
County Courts Rule Committee, and as to the excessive fees in the 
county courts. The Council had been working hard at these points for 
years and would continue to do so. 

Mr. Puiturmore asked whether the society had spent any money on the 
education of those about to enter into articles. 

The Prestpent: That is a matter of which you must give notice. 

The motion was carried. 


Soxrcrrors AND ADVERTISEMENTS. 


Mr. A. H. Hastiz (London) moved in accordance with uotice, ‘‘ That 
this meeting strongly condemns the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society for refusing to take action in the case of solicitors whose names 
and sses are advertised in the publicly+sold handbook and journals of 
the Automobile Club as persons willing to undertake certain legal business,’’ 





He said that on the Ist of March last he sent to the Council a copy of the 
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Automobile Club Journal, which was a public newspaper sold at railway 


bookstalls and not, as its title might seem to suggest, a newspaper limited 
in its circulation to members of the Automobile Club and the Motor Union. 
He called the attention of the Council to a paragraph and an advertise- 
ment therein. It was of course conceivable that the solicitors advertised 
were not aware of what was being done, and quite likely that the Auto- 
mobile Club did not know that they were doing wrong, but it was clearly 
the duty of the Council of the society to intervene at once. This was a case 
where solicitors were advertised as plying for hire, or whatever the proper 
- expression might be, at reduced fees, and the statement was made on 
their behalf that they were leading solicitors in each town named and had 
knowledge and experience of motor-car cases. What might be their 
knowledge and experience of motor-car cases he did not know, but he 
called the attention of the Council to the names of the persons who were 
held out as being leading solicitors in the metropolitan district. He 
might have been unfortunate, but he had never heard the name of one of 
them in his life. He did not hold the opinion that any advantage was 
gained by solicitors advertising. He imagined that the publication of an 
advertisement would tend to drive business away rather than attract it, 
but his objection was that an advertisement of this kind was discreditable 
to the profession at large. He had only to add that he had no possible 
hostility to the Automobile Club, of which, indeed, he happened to be a 
member. To his letter to that effect the secretary of the society, Mr. 
Williamson, had replied that the Couucil had ascertained that the names 
of the solicitors in the list published in the Automobile Club Journal were 
inserted as a matter of ordinary routine in the official organ of the Motor 
Union and as an official announcement, without any reference to or 
consultation with the solicitors in question. In answer to that, he had 
written to the secretary expressing satisfaction that the announcements 
had been made without the consent of the solicitors in question, but 
observing that he had not been told what steps the Council proposed to 
take to prevent a repetition of these disreputable advertisements. In 
reply, he had received a letter stating that the Council were not aware 
that any steps could be taken to prevent the publication of these adver- 
tisements or those of a similar character. He again wrote to the Council 
stating that with regard to those solicitors who were not members of 
the society whose names were included in the advertisement, he thought 
there could be little doubt that if the society wrote to them, and said 
that they must not allow this publication of their names in, the future, 
and that if they did their conduct would be brought before the court, the 
ublication would cease. If not, then clearly the matter should be brought 
fore the court in the general interests of the dignity of the profersion. 
With regard to those solicitors who were members of the society, and some 
of them certainly were, an intimation that the continuance of the adver- 
tisement would be dealt with by the Council under the bye-law would no 
doubt produce the desired effect. It was, of course, idle for the solicitors 
to pretend that they could not prevent the advertisement ; it was at least 
to them to resign the appointment. The next letter he received 
stated that the Council understood that instructions had been given that 
in future when the list of appointed solicitors to the Motor Union was 
printed in the Journal there should be no reference to any ‘“‘reduced and 
special scale of fees.’’ He wrote in reply that he was sorry the Council 
seemed entirely unable to comprehend the point at issue. ‘The advertise- 
ment of the solicitors in question was rendered additionally improper by the 
statement in regard to fees, but the advertisement of these gentlemen at 
all was greatly improper, and it was very surprising to him that the 
Council should be unable to understand this. A solicitor’s name might 
properly appear in the advertisements of a company, just as did those of 
the bankers, brokers, directors, and others in order to shew to those who 
knew them with what responsible advice and assistance the company was 
furnished. Solicitors’ names might properly appear on the advertisement of 
the sale of property, because the purpose of the advertisement was to sell 
property and not to advertise the solicitors, not an advertisement in 
which the solicitors’ names appeared for no other reagon than that persons 
who were not their clients should employ them, was an improper and 
unprofessional advertisement of which it was the duty of the Council of 
the society firmly to suppress. If he did not hear that the Council 
were now going to act he should publish the correspondence. This 
lA‘ter was dated the llth of Apri!, and receiving no reply to it beyond an 
acknowledg- ment, he wrote on the 17th of June asking whether the Council 
intended to take any action in the matter. On the 1lth of June he 
recetved a letter from the secretary referring him to their previous replies, 
and stating that the Council did not propose to take any further action. 
He then gave notice of the motion now before the meeting. It was v 
difficult to draw the line as to what constituted an advertisement whic! 
was admicsible and what was not. When the advertisement was a distinct 
statement that a solicitor was willing to do certain work for certain fees, 
if it was not an advertisement he did not kaow what was. The Automobile 
Handbook for the present year had been since published, and in the 
preface it was stated that the list of local solicitors of the union was also 
printed, and later in the book the names were given, and a statement was 
made that they were distributed all over the country and would be found 
useful to members in legal proceedings, that the service of competent 
solicitors appointed at the principal centres who will for special 
and reduced scale of fees undertake cases for members. There was a list 
of the ninety-three solicitors in question. He could not conceive what 
answer the Council had to make to this. Such a thing would not be 
tolerated for one moment in any other profession, not even in those new 
which had been lately created. A doctor would be turned out 
at once in similar circumstances, It was perfectly idle to say that these 
advertisements were inserted without the knowledge of the gentlemen 
concerned. ‘They should be told that this, sort of thing was not 
allowable. Everyone who was appointed a local.golicitor of the union 
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knew that he was appointed as one who would undertake ag 
with regard to motor cases. If this sort of thing was to be toler 
he did not know what the profession was coming to. There was » 
reason why the Army and Navy Stores, for instance, should not come gy 
with a similar list. He hadno doubt one of the stores, such as Harrod, 
could come out with an excellent list to-morrow. He was not complaiy. 
ing of the action of the Motor Union, who had a perfect right to doy 
they had done, what he complained of was that the solicitors should pep 
the advertisements. 

Mr. Forp thought the meeting was entitled to have a little more inform. 
tion from the Council. 

The Prestpenr said he was about to give the information. 

a Forp said they wanted the information the Oounci! would not giy 
them. 

The Paresipent said he should give the fullest information. 

Mr. Forp said he wanted to asked to ask a question before the inform. 
tion was given. The matter was sub judice before the society. He asky 
whether it was a fact or not that when the Council wrote these lett, 
refusing to take action they knew that there were in these printed documay 
the words that the solicitors would act at reduced and special fees, 

The Presrpent said the book was before him, the present issue for 19% 
He would tell the meeting exactly what happened, and then he wou 
auswer Mr. Ford’s question. Mr. Hastie’s first letter was received on th 
5th of March, and it was given immediate attention. A letter was writta 
to the secretary of the Motor Union inquiring whether the solicitors’ namy 
in the list were inserted with their knowledge and approbation. A 
was received that the names were included in the official announcement ¢ 
the union as a matter of ordinary routine without any reference to or om 
sultation with the solicitors in question, and a letter was written to ih 
Hatie giving the purport of this reply. A letter was then received frm 
Mr. Hastie inquiring what steps the Council proposed to take 
prevent a repetition of these disreputable advertisements. The 
of the Council was that they were not aware of any steps that cou 
be taken to prevent the publication of such advertisements or thowd 
a similar character. A letter was next received from Mr. Hastie suggesting 
that a warning should be given to those solicitors in the list who weren 
members, and that those solicitors who were members should be referni 
to the bye-laws dealing with advertisements by members. The Cound 
then addressed a letter to the secretary of the Motor Union suggest 
that the announcement that the solicitors in the list would un 
motor cases at a reduced scale of fees should be deleted and kept out ofa 
further issues of the Motor Union Journal. A reply was received fromth 
secretary adopting the suggestion of the Council and stating that he hal 
given instructions that in future issues no reference to a reduced scaled 
fees should be made. The Council informed Mr. Hastie of this. A lete 
was then received from Mr. Hastie threatening to publish the p 

Mr. Hastie said it was unfair to refer to the letter without reading 
whole of it. . 

The Presipent said he had the letters before him. A further lee 
was received from Mr. Hastie asking whether the Council intended to tae 
any action, and a reply was sent by order of the Council referring th 
Hastie to previous letters and stating that the Council did not intend 
take any action further. There was no statement in the issue of the hanl- 
book before him that the business would be taken for a less scale of fe 
than was proper, and the Council could not prevent the publication of t# 
names, especially as it turned out that these names were published withot 
the assent and without asking the solicitors’ leave. 

Mr. Hasrre called attention to a paragraph in the 1906 issue of i 
handbook to the effect that members could have the service of competell 
solicitors appointed at the principal centres who would for a special ml 
reduced scale of fees undertake local cases for them. 

The Parsinent said that of course the Council could not control ti 
authorities of the Automobile Association, and certainly there was # 
evidence that that paragraph was inserted with the connivance or know 
ledge of those whose names were mentioned. There was nothing to conned 
them with the statement. The Council had no jurisdiction to control i 
publishers and the printers of this handbook. 

Mr. Hastie said the solicitors must at any rate know, in that they bi 
agreed to accept reduced fees. 

Mr. Puriimore said there had been a similar proceeding in conn 
with the Birkbeck Building Society. 

The Parsipent said he could not allow the discussion to be carried 
further. They were not dealing with the Birkbeck Building Society, @f 
were dealing with the point brought forward by Mr. Hastie. The Cove 
had done their best and were not able to do anything more. 

Mr. Forp asked whether it was a fact that the Council said where it™ 
stated in a publication of this kind that solicitors agreed to take a red 
fee — 

The Prestpent: It does not say so. 

Mr. Foxp said that those responsible for the handbook would not pu 
such a statement unless they had the authority of the solicitors cone 
for doing it. 

The Puaestpenr said the question was whether the meeting admitted 
right of the Council to refuse to take action in the matter. 
explained the point. The question was in the hands of the meeting. 

r. G. N. Kenyon (London) said that the statement made by Mr. # 
was wrong. In jastice to the Motor Union the matter ought to 
lained. ‘The Motor Union consisted of 14,000 menibers in all part 
ogland and Wales. Under the Motor-car Act a man might be sum! 
200 miles away from his home, Onder these circumstances it was 
right —and the members made strong representations to the union® 
regard to it-4t was only right that they should be furnished with ™ 











































































names of local solicitors willing to undertake cases, and who might be 
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moment’s notice. The committee of the union had considered the 
matter, and had thought it was advisable that the names should 
the handbook. The handbook was not sold on public bo 









rz: I bought it myself at P 





ion did not deal, and the meeting 
with the Motor Union. The motion had to deal with 
It had been evidently overlooked that the 

They communicated with the Motor Union 
ht be cbjection- 
e advertisement. 
to do was not to condemn or — 





wer to deal, 
oe of the Council. 
Council did all in their power. 
inted out that this form of advertisement 
and the Motor Union undertook not to repeat 
e meeting was going 
=, ik of the Motor Union. What they 
was to condemn the action of the Council. 
the Council could have done. 





He asked what 
The advertisement was” ae to 
+» notice and they were informed that the solicitors named had not 
Se mealied oak it, therefore the solicitors were not to blame. The 
Council asked the Motor Union to pyre a tre and _ 
Motor Union said it should not appear in future. e mee was as 
— What else could the Council have done. 
h time had been wasted over the matter, and its further discussion 
not have any practical effect. . 
= PRESIDENT Tea that in order to emphasise what Mr. Samson had 
said he would read a letter from the secretary of the Motor Union. 
was to the effect that he would be glad to endeavour to respond to the 
tions of the Law Society, and that he had given instructions when the 
list of the appointed solicitors was printed in the handbook there should 
be no reference to any reduced and special fees. — 
would like to know how it was possible for the Council to have done more 


to condemn the Council. 





He (the President) 


Mr. Kenyon said the book was in the press when the letter was written. 
The Parsipent said he had reason to believe that was so. But the state- 
ment had been omitted in subsequent issues in accordance with the 
ise contained in the letter. : 3 , 
Mr. Hastie said that the point was that the Council had definitely said 
that they would not take further action to prevent the names of these 
gentlemen being published. i : ; 
A Memzer asked Mr. Hastie to withdraw the motion in consideration of 
what had been said on behalf of the Council. 1 
Mr. Hasrre declined toaccept the suggestion. He would like an expres- 
inion of the meeting. It was very evident the meeting was 
The motion was negatived by a considerable majority. ‘ 
Mr. Hasriz had also given notice to move: ‘‘ That this meeting, being 
of opinion that the Council of the Incorporated Law Society is utterly out 
of touch with the profession, and that fresh measures and fresh men are 
required, do now appoint a committee of five members to consider what 
alterations are necessary in the bye-laws in order to make the Council 
representative of the society at large, instead of a practically self-elected 


body as at present.”” He, however, withdrew the motion, 


Lanp TRANSFER Act. 


Mr, J. S. Rusrsrern (London) asked in accordance with notice: ‘* What 
answers have been received from the Lord Chancellor, the Prime Minister, 
the President of the Privy Council, and the Loudon County Council 
respectively to the communication sent to them by the Council enclosing 
a copy of the resolution unanimously passed at the meeting of the society 
held on the 27th of April last, recording its opinion th 
1898 applying the compulsory provisions of the Land 
to the County of London should be suspe: 
lied that the Lord Chancellor, the Prime Minister, the 
rivy Council, and the London County 
‘formal acknowledgments. 

Mr, Runinsrary : Simply acknowledgments ? 

The Presipenr: Form 

Mr, Rusinsrer: Do the Council expect any further information ? 

The Presipent: Ido not know what to expect, I am sure. 


President of the P; Council had sent 


acknowledgments. 


Mr, Runrsrurn: Very well, sir. I will bring forward a resolution with 
to these authorities later on. 
Rvsimsretn also asked, in accordance with notice, what steps had 
been taken by the Council to give effect to the further resolution that 
communications should be sent to certain bodies with a view to arranging 
fora deputation to attend upon the Lord Chancellor on the subject, or 
taking such further action as might be desirable? 
@ Presrpent : The Council have forwarded copies of the resolutions to 

the various bodies named. 

Mr, Rvarysrerw : Have you had replies from some of them ? 

The Presioenr: Mr. Williamson informs me that we have had ackaow- 


» Rusinsrery ; I suppose you are aware that tnost of the metropolitan 
councils have the matter under consideration. 
_ The Presioenr: Yes, 1 think it is a little premature yet. 
get some further answers and some further information. 

t. Runinsratn said that of course the matter could not stop where it 
There was a system of conveyancing in 
tion in London which was different from that in operation over the 
@ of the rest of the country, and the question naturally arose whether 
system was to continue 

nt system from the rest of the country ? 
dale, the registrar, had 
before a committee o 


; that was quite obvious. 


mayors of the London boroughs. 
so happened that Mr. | office justices for the County of London, but they are not allowed to 
ven evidence a couple of days The 


House of Oommons, 






compulsory hout the whole country. He was unequivocal in 
stating that the volun system was not effective and could not be made 
effective. To make it effective it must be made compulsory. So it was 
just as well that the members of the profession, not only in London but 
elsewhere, should recognize that the authorities at the present time had 
made up their minds as far as they could that they would extend this 
system over the whole of the country. That should be met in some 
a way. Whether it was to be met in the way which he had indicated 
the resolution passed by the society at the last general meeting he could 
not say. But what the public wanted was information and knowledge on 
the subject, and he did think, though he did not like to y too much 
before, that the Council had been a little bit remiss in their duty in this 
connection. He did not think the matter would have reached its 
present stage if it had been dealt with by the Council om some 
practical lines and with a more determined desire to bring it to a 
head. He knew, of course, that there was a good deal to be said 
from the Council’s point of view, that anything the society could do 
would be attributed to the solicitors having their i 
But the solicitors did not stand alone. There were many other interests 
who were in concert with them, such as the bankers, building societies, 
and practically everybody in the habit of buying mortgage property. 
Consequently those people who had not the same experience as had 
solicitors had been waiting for a lead, and he did not see where they were 


Council taken that the opposite view to that put forward by Mr. Brickdale 
should be represented before that committee? That was where he thought 
the Council were a little bit—what should he say ?—not too diligent in the 
matter. They were rather too inclined to shut their eyes with regard 
to it. 

Tue Prestpent: That evidence has been referred to the Land Transfer 
Committee to do what they consider best at once. 
Mr. Runinstern: Yes, sir. But the Land Transfer C ittee did not 
move very quickly. A resolution of the general meeting had been passed 
at the end of April, but no communication,had been sent out to any of the 
legal bodies until the 20th of June, a delay of two months. That always 
came of this method of sending to committees. He did urge the Council 
to wake up on this subject. They really had been unquestionably remiss 
in dealing with it. 
Tue Prestpenr: Veres acquirit eundo. You are getting stronger as you 
goon. Now we are remiss, before we were not quite diligent enough. 
Mr. Rvusinsterv: That is the method of advocates. They do not put 
forward their strongest point first, they lead up toit. I do not think the 
word remiss too strong. We should never have been in our present 
— if the Council had been a little more awake to the necessities of 
the case. 





Tae Rerimeine Presipent. 


Mr. Forp moved a vote of thanks to the President. He said he had had 
some experience of the control of meetings of the Law Society, and he did 
not remember any president presiding with the cordiality and courtesy 
which had marked Mr. Barker’s year of office. He moved a very cordial 
— of thanks for his presidency and of regret that he was vacating the 
chair. 

Mr. Rusrsrer seconded the motion. He said the members recognized 
that Mr. Barker had filled the chair most courteously. The idents of 
the ee had to devote an enormous amount of time to the duties of the 
office, and he was sure Mr. Barker had not failed in this respect. 

The Prestpenr briefly responded, and the proceedings terminated. 


We continue from p. 618 our extracts from the report of the Council : 
Judicature Bill (Rule Committee of the Sapreme Court).—The Council, in 
conjunction with the Associated Provincial Law Societies, have again 
been in communication with the Lord Chancellor with reference to the 
society’s representation on the Rule Committee of the Supreme Court, and 
his lordship introduced a Bill, which has passed the Lords, and provides 
that there shall be two practising solicitors on the committee, one of 
whom shall be a member of the Council of the Law Society, and the 
other shall be a member of the Law Society and also of a provincial law 
society. All the members of the committee will be whe, rover) by the 
Lord Chancellor. 

Justices of the Peace Bill (Solicitors as County Justices)—The Council are 
pleased to report that their long-continued efferts to remove the dis- 
ualification of solicitors as county justices are likely to be successful. 
he Justices of the Peace No, 2 Bill contains a clause suggested by the 
Council for this purpose. The Bill has passed the House of Commons, 


and may be expected to become law during the t session. Before 
the year 1871 solicitors were absolutely di-qualified for appointment 
as county justices. In that the disqualification was in 


removed, but a solicitor continued to be ualified for appoint- 
ment as a county justice if he practised the county. The 
hardship of this became more apparent when the Local Government 
Act, 1894, made chairmen of district councils county justices by virtue of 
their office if not otherwise disqualified, The Council have made many 
attempts to get the disqualification removed, but hitherto without success. 
A Bill for the pe mer wh nog times passed the Honse of Lords, and in 
1896 it was read a second time in the Commons. The London Government 
Act, 1899, », 24, however, removed the disqualification of solicitors elected 
such mayors being by virtue of their 


tise before the county bench t Bill enables solicitors to 








had made it pretty clear that the intention was to make the aystem | the county or borough bench. 


appointed county justices, but them from practising before 
This the Council think is only proper. 
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Prevention of Corruption Bill.—This Bill has again been introduced. It 
has the Lords and has been read a second time in the Commons, 
and is referred to the Standing Committee on Trade. It is believed that 
efforts will be made to strike out the clause which provides for the fiat of 
the Attorney-General being given before commencing a prosecution for an 
offence under the Act. The Council regard this clause as of great 
aed and are issuing a circular to the provincial law societies with 
8 view of obtaining support for it in the committee. , 

Public Trustee Bill—The Lord Chancellor has introduced a Bill on 
this subject, which has passed the Lords, and has been read a second 
time in the Commons. With regard to this Bill the Lord Chancellor 
has shewn every desire to hear and consider, although he has not 
altogether met, the views of the Council, and they are confident that 
he is proceeding in no hostile spirit to solicitors but merely desires better 
to secure and safeguard trust funds. The Council have endeavoured to 
point out to his lordship that the establishment of a public trustee is 
unnecessary, will tend to the expenditure of large sums of money 
unnecessarily, and will be of no use or public benefit, but rather the 
reverse. The Lord Chancellor’s Bill contains clauses authorizing the 

tment of custodian trustees and the audit of trust accounts. For 
idea the Council are responsible, but they desire to see the clauses 
amended in several particulars, They are also in favour of the simplifica- 
tion of the practice as regards distringas notices, and will, when the 
Bill is in Committee, suggest amendments with this object. As to the 
appointment of a public trustee with administrative powers, the Council 
have never disguised their objection to the extension of officialism, and 
they associate themselves in this respect with the bankers and other 
branches of the mercantile community. 

Solicitors Bill.—The Bill intended to enable the society as registrar of 
solicitors to refuse to issue certificates to solicitors who are undischar, 
bankrupts has this year been introduced in the House of Lords, and 
= S House, and has been read a second time in the House of 


Copying Documents Produced under an Order for Discovery.—The decision in 
the case of Ormerod v. St. George’s Ironworks (1905, 1 Ch. 505), emphasising 
as it did the right to parties, their solicitors and agents, to make eopies of 
documents produced under the usual order for discovery, appeared to the 
Council to be likely to cause much inconvenience to the profession, and 
after consultation with the Senior Master of the Chancery Division and the 
Senior oe em the President brought before the Rule Committee of the 

urt an alteration of the form of order for discovery with the 

ect of limiting the right in question. The alteration was accepted by 

the committee. The new form of order is No. 18, Appendix K, of the 
Supreme Court Rules. 


Solicitors’ Cases.—Since the date of the last annual report the Council 
have supported the following cases affecting members of the society : . 
Taxation of Costs after Payment.—The solicitors for an administrator 
delivered their bill of costs in the # rand 1897, and with the administrator’s 
consent, the amount was deducted from money due to the estate in the 
hands of the solicitors. The person entitled to the estate came of age in 
the year 1905, and on her instructions an application was made to tax 
the bill. No definite allegation of overcharge was made. The master 
dismissed the application, with costs, on the ground that the bill had been 
and that the application was too late. On the matter coming before 
. Justice Kekewich, he made an order for taxation on the ground that 
there had been, not payment of the bill, but retainer. The Court of 
Appeal reversed this decision: Re Hedges (3 Law Society’s Gazette, 91). 
Stamye on Statutory Declarations.—An appeal from an adjudication of the 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue assessing a stamp duty of 5s, on a 
statutory declaration by two declarants to the same subject-matter 
contrary to the old-established practice as to stamping statutory declara- 
tions. Not yet decided. Conveyancing in bankruptcy.—The solicitor 
for a trustee in bankruptcy acted in the sale of real estate 
subject to a first mortgage and subject with other property of 
value to a second rr. The sale realized sufficient 
to pay the first mortgagee and to leave a balance in favour of the 
second mortgagee, who was otherwise sufficiently secured. The second 
———_ was willing that the solicitor should be paid his costs 
out e of sale, but at the request of the trustee the balance of 
the other than a few shillings paid to the trustee was paid to the 
second mortgagee, and the solicitor to wait for his costs until the 
balance of the estate was realized. taxation of the trustee’s costs, at 
the instance of the Board of Trade, the taxing-master certified that the 
was not entitled to any costs in excess of the balance of the pro- 
ceeds of the particular sale paid to the trustee. Held, by Bigham, J., 
that it was not the business of the taxing-master to go into an inquiry 
whether there was a fund or not out of which the money ought to be paid : 
Re J. Garner (Times, May 29, 1906; 41 L. J. 372). 
Parliamentary Agents.—In the annual report for the year 1905 it was 
stated that the opinion of the Council had Sons asked upon the practice of 
tary agents transacting business on terms that the remuneration 
lor the work done was divided between the parliamentary agent and the 
solicitor instructing him, and the report on the subject adopted by the 
Council was printed in the appendix. Rules were issued by the Speaker 
in August last which, amongst other things, provided that a parliamentary 
—— not divide with or pay to any client, or any solicitor, clerk, 
, or servant of any client any moneys which the agent at any time 
receives in of his costs, charges, and expenses in promoting, 
opposing, or dealing with any Bill or Provisional Order, or give 
any commission or gratuity to any person in respect of his employment as a 
agent. 
Solicitors’ Accounts.—In conformity with the resolution passed at the 
meeting of the society in Leeds in October last referring the 





subject of solicitors’ accountancy to the Council in consultation With the 
provincial law societies for consideration and for such action as they migh 
think best in the interest of the public and the profession, the Coung 
a ® report containing the various suggestions from time to ting 
rought forward, and have submitted it with some preliminary sug 
as @ basis for discussion to the provincial law societies, and have invite 
their opinions. 
Proceedings under the Solicitors Acts.—The seventeenth annual reportigf 
the committee — under the Solicitors Act, 1888, will be found jj 
the Appendix. ring the past year eight solicitors were convicted g 
various criminal offences, and their names have, on the one of the 
society, been struck off the roll by order of the Divisional Court. By, | 
ceedings were taken by the society before the Divisional Court ‘ 
solicitor and an unqualified person for infringing section 32 of th 
Solicitors Act, 1843, and resulted in the solicitor’s name being struck gf 
the roll and the unqualified person being committed to prison. Convig. 
tions under section 12 of the Solicitors Act, 1874, have been o 
against six unqualified persons. Convictions under the same Act hay 
been obtained against four solicitors for practising without bein duly 
qualified. In eleven cases the Council refused applications by soli 
for orders for the renewal of their practising certificates, chiefly on thy 
ground of bankruptcy or other impecuniosity. Four applications fg 
restoration to the roll were opposed by the Council, and subsequently, @ 
appeal, refused by the Master of the Rolls. 











Law Association. 


At the monthly meetings in June and July, held at the offices of thy 
association and the Law Society’s hall, Mr. Mark Waters was eledtsd 
chairman of the board for the present financial year, and took the chairg 
both occasions. The other directors — were Mr. S. J. Daw, ih, 
T. Dolling Bolton, M.P., Mr. T. H. Gardiner, Mr. H. ©. Nisbet, ih, 
R, H. Peacock, and Mr. W. M. Woodhouse. Twenty-nine renewal 
cations from widows and daughters of members and of other 
solicitors, not members, were considered, and ts made amounting tp 
£1,173. One new member was elected, and other general business wa 
transacted. 


— 


The London Law Clerks Association. 


The second ordinary meeting of this association was held on the ltt 
inst. at 1, Old Serjeants’-inn. The formation of the situation bureau wa 

iscussed, and it was decided to make no charge to employers for entering 
vacancies on the register. The secretary announced that arrangement 
were being made with various London tradesmen for discounts tok 
allowed tomembers. He also stated that proposals for a luncheon-room 
near the courts would be laid before the members at the next meetingm 
the 24th inst. 








Misunderstandings between a judge and prisoner do not occur ofte, 
but when they do, says the American Green Bag, they are fatal. Sometimes 
they are based on ill-will, sometimes on mere indiscretion. Rarely iss 
misunderstanding so purely accidental as in the following case: A judge 
in a Pennsylvania court of quarter sessions complained to the prisoner # 
bar that his leniency when he had appeared before him on a ¢ od 
vagabondage for the first time was disappointed. ‘‘I gave you only 
days then,” the judge said, ‘‘ and now I see you again on the same charge 
before me.” ‘‘1’ll improve,’’ the wretched fellow begged, “‘ if you'll 
me more time.”” What time did the fellow want, in or outof jail? “ 
months!’ was the judge’s prompt and solemn conclusion. 


At the sitting of the Railway and Canal Commission on Monday Mt 
Justice Bigham said: By the death of our late colleague, Sir Ff 
Peel, the bench and the bar of this court have sustained a very serious low, 
and I ask you to join with me in paying a tribute of affectionate regard to 
his memory. He was the father of this tribunal; and although by reaso 
of an alteration in the constitution of the court he ceased many years 
to be its president, he retained to the last a controlling influence over it 
gp and decrees. His work was not of a kind which attracts the 
public eye, but it was useful and necessary; he loved it, and it wa 
admirably done. A large part of his life was spent in mastering 
the complicated and often difficult questions which this court a 
to decide, and he thus acquired a knowledge of his subject aut 
a tacltiny in dealing with it which made his co-operation invaluable 
to us all. We remember the patience and the determination which 
displayed in the search of truth, and we recall the strength and clearnes 
of his judgment when once the truth had been found. It is not only™ 
the value of his work that we bear testimony, but also to the 
manner in which that work was done. We do not forget his courtesy 
argument, his deferencé in dissent, and, above all, we remember the io 
and simple kindness which never forsook him and endeared him to al a 
hearts. Mr. Balfour Browne, in replying, said that he was glad to be 
to associate himself with the ex: on of opinion which had been pi 
nounced by the bench. He himself had been for several years a regist 
of the court, and had had unusual opportunities of knowing Sir Frederick's 

t capacity for business. No one could be brought into contact 

im without receiving a profound ye of his great ability, assiduow 
labour, and dogged perseverance. e President of the Board of 4 
in lamenting his loss when addressing a deputation, said of him that 
had always fought like a tiger on behalf of the traders’ interests, but : 
(Mr. Balfour Browne) thought that the late Sir Frederick deserved » 
higher encomium than that, and that it was due to be said of him that 
had always fought like a tiger on behalf of justice and truth, 
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Mr. Brickdale on Registration of 
Title. 


Tax Select Committee of the House of Commons on the Housing of the 
Working Classes Amendment Bill took, on the 11th inst., the evidence 
of Mr. C. F. Brickdale, Registrar of the Land Registry, as to the possi- 
bility of facilitating the objects of the promoters of the Bill by the 
atension of the system of land registration. We believe that the follow- 
statement is a fair summary of his evidence : Mr. Brickdale stated that 
nee the ordinary system of conveyancing a sale of land for £100 would 
involve legal costs of £3 to each side, although it was not uncommon 
fora less sum to be charged by arrangement, whereas the cost of 
with the land registry, where there was absolute title, need 
not exceed the 6s. registration fee payable by the purchaser. If legal 
assistance was employed the costs would be £1 7s. 6d. for £100. The pro- 
cess of transfer would be greatly expedited. The transaction could be 
usually concluded within one week, whereas under ordinary conveyancing 
the time usually occupied was from one to two months. Asked whether 
he thought registration of title would help local bodies in adminis- 
tering the Act, the witness said he doubted whether it would be of 
much use unless compulsory throughout the district. ‘As to the cost of 
from an unregistered system to a registered system, he. pointed 
out the cost of possessory registration was very slight, only a 
few shillings in small cases, but the benefit was comparatively remote. 
Absolute title in a compulsory district would cost more, but not so much 
as was generally supposed. For instance, the additional cost on a £100 
of obtaining an absolute title would only be £2. Mr. Brickdale 
added an explanation of the ‘“‘deferred fee’? system. In non- 
districts the costs were necessarily higher, because the 
registry was not in possession of so much general information. In the 
course of the witness’s examination, he said that he had at first been 
unfayourable to inquiry into the working of the compulsory system so far 
as it had gone because it would have been premature; but now he would 
pesmelly have no objection to inquiry, but would rather welcome it. The 
Registry had had some hundreds of applications for registry of 
absolute title, and only two had been refused. In botb these cases the 

ts knew that they had defective titles. 

e committee adjourned. 








Obituary. 


Mr. C. Baggallay, K.C. 


Mr. Claude Baggallay, K.C., who died on the 13th inst., was a son of 
Lord Justice Baggallay, and was educated at Trinity Hall, Cambridge. 
He was called to the bar in 1878, and went the Midland Circuit, but his 
od opr - me at the Parliamentary Bar. He was made a Queen's 

in . 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


e 
Mr, Ronatp Srewart-Browy, M.A., of the firm of Clayton & R. 
Stewart-Brown, Castle-street, Liverpool, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Rosert Campsent, barrister-at-law, has been appointed a Revising 
Barrister for Middlesex in succession to the late Mr. Nepean. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Ropert Taomas Larrey and Percrvat Hart, solicitors (Lattey & Hart), 

e-street-chambers, Camomile-street, London. June 30. The 

taid Robert Thomas Lattey will continue the business at the same 
address and under the same style. 


Eayest Saamaw and Georor Henry Fort, solicitors (Ernest Salaman, 
Fort, & Co.), 12, Union-court, London. June 24, [ Gazette, July 17. 





Information Required. 


0. H. Bovsrterp.— £100 Reward.— Lost or Missing Will.—Charles 
Holehouse Bousfield, Esquire, of No. 40, Elvaston-place, Kensington, died 
on the 12th March last, aged 84 years. In conseqtence of illness his very 
b- somers estate had been managed by committees since 1901. In 1900 
Fon page he had on several occasions stated that his Will would be 
a with Messrs. Glyn, his bankers, but it was not so found. In 1901 
a committees found in a disused drawer a Will in his own handwriting, 

y executed and attested, dated 1871, another Will, ly completed, 

= 1885, and a draft of it. Also, in testator’s han clin, an incom- 
ee draft of a Will undated, which, from internal evidence, must have 
aa written by him in or about the year 1893. The Will of which this is. 
Ole was probably executed in the presence of stockbrokers or bankers or 
’ on of the deceased, and any information leading to the discove 

0 or any later Will will be rewarded as above.—Boxall & Boxall, 
» Ohancery-lane, W.0C., solicitors for certain of the next-of-kin, 








General. 


A fresh list of Appeals to the House of Lords pa, supe fin. Gish, bases 
issued, among the additional cases Dakhyl v. 
re ead (Limited) v. Nordheim. Lord J Moulton’s appeal against the 
sa ych mole ts aqpemmnen'e ke piash Mh. Ib wOl foukebty aatbe 
n its ap ce in the . It ly not 

ed this side of Christmas. ats 

Sir Edward Carson, in the matter of duplicating legal distinctions, has, 
says the Westminster Gazette, easil a “record.” He has been 
Solicitor-General for Ireland and for land ; he isa K.C of both the 
English and the Irish bars, and he is a cher of the Dublin 6- 
inns and of the Middle Temple. He is not alone, however, in 
ae. bencher, for Lord Justice Fitzgibbon, who was placed on the 
Trish ch by Disraeli in the position which he has, since 1878, filled with 
great distinction, is a bencher of Lincoln’s-inn, as well as of King's-inns 
in Dublin. These intimate relations between the English and Irish 
are not possible between either of them and the bar of Scotland. 


Some strong comments were made by Mr. Justice Neville on Monday, 
says the Daily Mail, on the freedom allowed to Guy Roy Richards Preston, 
a convict, during his four days’ attendance in the court. His lordship 
said he must express his bef strong rm of the way in which the 
convict had been dealt with in court. It was quite true that he was 
brought up in the custody of warders, but he was permitted free inter- 
course with the witnesses in this case, and allowed to intermingle with 
the persons in court. He was treated as an independent citizen and not 
in his true character of a criminal serving his term and brought up for 
this case by warders. His Lage es a that in future when crim 
were brought to court they wo be carefully ted from their 
fellow-men, and, above all things, not allowed to communicate with the 
witnesses. 

On the third reading of the Criminal Appeal Bill in the House of 
Lords, on the 12th inst., Lord Alverstone protested against the Bill. It 
was, he affirmed, an ungrateful task to do so, and it would have been far 
more congenial to him to have been able to accept the amendments of the 
Lord Chancellor as meeting some of the objections to the measure. 
Supposing a man was imprisoned at Cardiff, Liverpool, or Newcastle, 
there was no provision in the Bill as to how he was to make his application, 
no provision whereby he could either get out of prison or get aid in 
prison. Another point which the framers of this Bill had overlooked was 
the prosecutor's costs. It would be hard on a prosecutor, 
having paid the costs of one prosecution, he should have to pay his 
costs to be represented at the appeal, and then possibly the subsequent 
expense of a new trial. Another point which had overlooked was the 
binding over of witnesses. No py of any sort was made to secure 
the attendance of any witnesees if a new trial were ordered. Then the Bill 
said the Court of Appeal might sentence a man for a crime of which he had 
not been found guilty bya jury, and that might be done in the absence of the 

isoner. All these points must be before the Bill could be passed. 

e Lord Chancellor thought it most unfortunate that his noble friend had 
been prevented by his judicial duties from a that House and 
making these observations at the earlier stages of the . In regard to 
most of the points raised, he thought the objections were unsound, 
rpm having been convicted by a jury, it was not proposed he should 
et out on bail. The prosecutor would be one of the parties who would 
have notice of the appeal. With regard to —_- witnesses, his 
impression was that the recognizances would be a for the second 
trial at any time. He expressed gratitude to the many noble lords who 
had assisted him with this Bill, which he believed to be a 
seriously desired in the country, where he had only heard two things 
against it. One was an objection to the expense which might be invol 
and he did not believe there would be any expense to . If there 
was an expenditure of £10,000 or £15,000, it would be perfectly insignificant 
in comparison with the objects of the Bill. The second argument was 
that the juries might cease to do their duty with the same vigilance as 
now. For that fear he believed there was no foundation. The Bill was 
then read a third time and passed. 
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To Exscvtors.—Va.vations For Prosate.—Messrs. Watherston & Son, 

‘edie "tcon, Tagut-ctsesh to Deriagien-gastens cat Ronl-siree, 
egent- to . ’ 

London, W., Value, Purchase, or inne Collections of Plate or Jewels for 

Family Distribution, late of Pall East, adjoining the National 


Gallery.—[Apvr.] 


The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 
July 24.—Messrs. Manx Liztt & Sox, at the Mart, at 2:—Grove Hall Fairfield- 
road, Bow, 112 acres of Freehold Building Land (within three miles of the ). 
cay Parone, ting unrest ted “Soe alverteameat, ~4 Sa, this week, es 
an: i 
July ries esers. Doveras Youxe & bo ¢ toe : The and 
=4 


Leasehold ye 
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of Nicholas-lane, let at rents ee to £1,415 ged annum.—S8t. James’s-street 
(Nos. 35 and 35a) : Crown Lease of a substantial Block of Premises, let and producing 
£1,090 perannum. Solicitor, Mr. E. W, Oliver, London.—Bitterne (near Southampton) : 
A charming Freehold Residential Property, known as Chessel House, about two miles 
from oe centre of the town of Southampton.—Ground-rents, amounting to £13 10s. 
—— » Secured upon six cottages at Northam. ‘Bolicitors, Messrs. Justice & 
sabeaten, ‘London. (See advertisements, July 14, p. iii.) 


Result of Sale. 


Reversions, Lire Poricizs, anpD Fez Farm Rents. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Pony eng held their usual a Oe thee Bale A . 815) of the 
above-named Interests at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on last, when the 
following lots were sold at the _— named, the total amount realized being £7 680 : - 














ABSOLUTE ee 
To £989 14s. 1d. a he oo. a ee ee oe ee 
To £5,328 lis, .. ooo ose oe wee gS 8,880 
POLICIES of ASSURANCE for £3 700 oe ove coe = wee gp 2,800 
FEE FARM RENTS, £57 1s. per annum e., ia oti oe os i 100 
Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rora oF ReGisTRaARS 1n ATTENDANCE ON 
Date. Emercency APPEAL pee Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
y TA. No. KEKEWICH. FarweELL. 
ontes, Tully ....0++++0. 23 Mr. Greswell Mr. saint Mr. Samy Mr. Theed 
Tuesday +024 Church R. Leach W. Leach 
Farmer Godfrey Theed 
Ki: R. Leach Beal W. Leach 
Ww. Godfrey Carrington Theed 
Theed R. Leach Beal W. Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Buckusy. Joyo. Swinres Eapy. WaAsgRinaTon. 
Monday, July ............ = Mr. King Mr. Jackson Mr. Church Mr. Beal 
Tuesday ......... ft Farmer Pemberton Greswell Gosiegee 
Wednesday . 5 Ki Jackson Church 
Thursday ...... . 26 Farmer Pemberton Greswell Bodfer: 
i saeeee +027 King Jackson Church Pemberton 
Saturday eoscnevscceoees +028 Farmer Pemberton Greswell Jackson 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, July 13, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luurep 1s CHANCERY. 


Argicaxy Dramoxp Fasus, Lintrep—Petn for winding up, presented July 2, directed to be 
heard July 24. Jones, Granville House, Arundel st, Strand, solor for petner. Notice 
bay ied must reach the above-named not later than six’ o’clock in the afternoon of 

Barrun Usion Assurance Society, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented July 10, 
directed to be heard July 24. Thorowgood & Co, 11, Copthall ct, solors for peiner. 
age - must reach the above-named not later than six o’clock in the after- 
noon of Ju 

Bayycetyy iepncnmaseh Gasuicut ayp Coxe Co, Limirep —Creditors are required, on 
before — 14, to send in their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or 

to Robert Alexander Brow ning, Gas Works Manager, Neath 

G. Guy Waite & Co, Limitzep—Petn for winding up, presented July 2, directed to be 
heard July 24. Torkington Basinghall st, solor for petner. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not jater than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of J uly 23 

Loxpow Omsisus Canaiace Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 28, to 


send their names and esses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to to Edward 
Holtun Hills, c/o Messrs. Sewell, Edwards, & Nevill, bar Ola ae * 0, ai in te 
u y ntoA 











Rarip Roap Transit Co, Liurep—Petn for ‘winding w: 
heard July 24. Bramall & White, Leadenhall st, r+) a to the petners, Notice of 
ed must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


Sixrrany Meat Covertxes, Loutep (1n Votuntary Liguipatiox) — Creditors are 
on or before July 24, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Arthur Vivian Kenah, Prudential bldgs, King st, Nottingham. 
Facon & Creassey, Nottingham, solors to liquidator 
Sourn Coast Gas Firtixe Co, Limtrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 
11, to send in their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Charles Jenkins, 115, Laburnam grove, Portemouth 
Voce, DeveLoruert Sy xpicaTs, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug. 30, 
to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 


George Harry Sawyer, 74, Laurence Pountney hill, Cannon st 
Yorksuike W semneren Co, Loutzp—Creditors are required, on or before 1, to send 
names ond addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Midgley, 


6, South parade, Leeds J B & J A Brooke, Leeds, solors to liquidator 
Banruerr, boc corr, & Co, Laurrep—Creditors are required on or before Aug 18, to send 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
tiesanion ¢ Campbell, 17, South st, Finsbury. Vanderpump & Eve, Clifford’s inn, Fleet 
st, solors for liquidator 
London Gasetie.—Turspay, July 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuirep 1 CHANCERY. 


Buitisu Avtromatic Suprry SyxpicaTe, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before 
81, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debte or claims, 
obn Clitsome Bruford, Broad st House 
ono Limirz0—Petn for winding up, presented July 12, directed to be heard July 31. 
Pilgrim & Phillips, 14 and 15, Coleman st, solors for petner. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than six o’clock in the afcernoon of July 30 
—— Tavst axp Investuent, Limitep (1x Votuntary Liqvipation)—Creditors are 
on or before Aug 15, to their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to George Thomas Broadbridge, 62, London wall, Worthington 
& Co, solors to liquidator 
Evaue & Evans, ‘Leaves —Petn for winding up, presented July 16, directed to be heard 
July 31. Neale, Queen Victoria st, solor for the petner. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than six o’clock in the afternoon of July 
Kasxexpeer Burriy (Loxpos), Linrrep— Creditors are required, on or before Aug 22, to 
send their names addresses, and the aoe of their debts or claims, to Jules 
Fuerst and Reginald w. Birley-Clarke, 17, Philpot in 
Licexsep Victuatiers’ Co-operative GUARANTEE Funp, Lintren —Creditors are 
on or before Aug 31, to send their names and | addresses and the particulars o' 
Gebts or claims, to EAwin Hayes, 28, Baxinghall st 


uired, 
their 














Stanmore Coturery SaniTary Pipe anv Fiae Brick Co, bare oy —Creditors are p 
“on or before Sept 1, to send in their names and addresses, with particulars of j 
or claims, to George Blockley Blakesley, Oakfield, Ashby Psy a Zouch 


Unitiorep 1x CHANCERY. 


Devorrort Water Co—Creditors are required to send in particulars of 
claims to Foster J. Bone, 23, Ker st, Devonport = 





















Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gaszette.—Faripay, July 6. 


Pornton, Atrrep Jonn, Henley Farm, nr Bridgnorth, Salop, Farmer July $1 
v Pointon, Master, Room 286, Royal Courts of Justice, Strand Pitt, Bri 









agua 











Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Faipay, July 13. 
Apams, Joun Rosryson, Cannon st, Solicitor Aug10 Rayner, Breams bldgs 
Asn, Emma, Chiswick Aug 31 Oldman & Co, Old Serjeants’ inn, Chancery In 
ATxinson, ExizaBeTH, Durham Augil Chambers, Durham 
Anup, Bernama CaTuering, Hove, Sussex Aug 10 Rooper & Whateley, Lincolntig 


Stone bldg, | 








Brcxetr, Mary Curistiana, Hunstanton, Norfolk Aug 11 Master & Co, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Busron, Moses, Hellingly, Sussex, Miller Sept 14 Vinall, Lewes 

CaLtaway, Joun Witu1am Josera, Tuebrook, Liverpool July 31 Clarke, Liverpod 

Carver, Tuomas Gitpert, Walton on Thames, KC Augll Parker & Co, St Mithadj 

o pment Cornhill wie 

ABY, RICHARD ARTHUR, vern, Worcester Aug 25 Kirby & Co, The 

Westminster : 5 . . . a 

Cast, Maerua, Bayston Hill, nr Shrewsbury Aug6 Sprott & Morris, Shrewsbury 

CatLinG, GzorGe, Willesden Green, Tailor Aug13 Jones, Finsbury sq 

CATTERALL, JANE ANN, Farington, nr Preston July 28 Rawsthorn & Co, Preston 

CuEgry, AL¥rep Grorce, Uxbridge Aug 25 Woodbridge & Sons, Uxbridge 

Curston, Cuarizs, Gt Winchester st Aug1 Broad, Gt Winchester st 

Cory, IsabELLA JayR, Ealing Augil0 Wansey & Co, Moorgate st 


Cu me eonane Seems NE, Forest Rise, Walthamstow Aug 27 Davidson & Morriss, Qua 
ictoria 
Dasvitt, Saran, Princes Risborough, Bucks Augil Reynolds & Son, High Wycomk 


Dairritt, Exiza Ans, Kingston upon Hull Aug 20 Barker & Mayfield, Hull 
Evans, Ernest Toropore, Llanwrtyd Wells, Brecon Sept 1 Wadeson & Malem 


Devonshire sq, Bishopsgate 
Ferais, Toomas Geosce, Walworth Aug4 Lendon & Carpenter, Budge row 
Fraser, Henry, Bath Aug4 Speechly & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 


GaussENn, Ropert Georce, Hatfield, Herts Avugi11 Rickards & Nightingale, Cromd 
Old Broad st f 
Goop1zr, Henry, Gt Sankey, Lancs Aug 22 Browne & Co, Warrington 


GuTuere, Matco.im, JP, St Annes on Sea, Lancs Augi3 Rutherfords, Liverpool 


Hapow, Racuet Evizasaru, Devonshire st, Portland pl Aug 12 Jenkyn & & 
Lincoin’s inn fields 
Hanrxyess, James Clank, Bournemouth Augi2 Jenkyn & Son, J.incoln’s inn fields 


Hearn, Mania Exizabeta, Norwich Augil Rackham, Norwich 

Hitt, Harry Ernest, Beckenham Aug 25 Field, Reading 

Hinton, Exvizanetu Ann, Manchester Aug 28 Eaton, Manchester 

Hous.er, Henry Rosert, Upper Brook st Aug10 Walters & Co, New sq, Lincola'vm 
Hoxz, Lucy Aug9 Lawrence & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Horouan, Martin Avaustine, Harpurhey, Marchester July 30 Pegge, Manchester 
Hurey, Saran, Birkenhead Augis Ma ters & Rogers, Liverpool 

Huast, Rev Joun Patuer, Thakeham, Sussex July 31 Medwia & Co, Horsham 
Inpy, IsapetLa Hagaiet, Chester sq Sept 10 Johnsons & Co, New eq, Lincolo’s im 


Jenkins, Col Sir Francis Howe.i, KOB, United Service Club, Pall Mall Aug 15 Tune 
& McCandlish, Kaymond bidgs, Gray’ sinn 

Jonas, Monraaug, Chepstow villas, Bayswater Aug 20 Lindo & Co, West st, Finsbuy 
circus 

Kexzy, Witu1am, Lee, Kent Augi2 Freeman & Freeman, St Mildred’s ct, Poultry 


a Jouyx, Higher Broughton, nr Manchester Aug 31 Addleshaw & % 
anchester 
—- Henry Cave, Denmark Hill, Commercial Traveller Aug 7 Martin & Marit, 


Mixes, Bir Geopes Wiu1am, KCB, JP, Blackheath Aug 20 A & H White, & 
ro 
Mitcu#E.t, we om Hull, Master Mariner July 28 Wells & Co, Hull 


Newson, Coae.es Freperick, Dkley, Yorks Aug20 Sugden, Bradford 
Panisu, Frank, Gloucestersqg Augi3 Stuart & Tull, Gray’s inn sq 
Pzaxrce, Grorcz Hexacr, Humberstone, Leicester, Surgeon Augi5 Cooper, Leioeste 
Pganrcz, Samvuzt, Bridport, Dorset July 25 Whetham, Bridport 

Pranson, Saran, Sowerby, ur Thirsk, Yorks Augié West, Thirsk 

Puaraon, Craga, Oxford Aug3i Galpin, Oxford 

Rees, Rees Epwasp, Michaelstone y vedw, Mon Augi4 Wade & Son, Newport, Moo 
Ryatu, Anwiz Manz, Brighton Augi2 Jacksons & Co, Coleman st 

Ryan, Gronoe, Alresford, Hants Aug22 Shield & Mackarness, Alresford 

Tapr.y, Epwarp Saratuen, Maidstone Sept1 Stenning & Son, Maidstone 
Tuomrson, Marce.ivs, jun, Kendal, Lime Burner Aug1 Moser & Sons, Kendal 
Taowrsox, Many, Kendal Augl Moser & Sons, Kendal 

Timson, Capt Henry, Mount Totton, Hants Aug24 Wigan & Co, Victoria ¥Embankmest 
Tyson, Joux Dawson, New Brighton, Chester Sept10 Martin & Co, Liverpool 
Wiaceam, Exxest Money, Deal Aug 31 Hunter & Haynes, New aq, Lincoln’s ina 
Wisnisz, Purr Aeruvur, Nottingham, Commission Agent Aug2 Esketh, Mancheste 
Wixsow, Geaman, Malin Bridge, nr Sheffield, Millwright Augi4 Smith & Co, 
Woup, Jousx, Hutton Cosyers, Yorks, Farmer Augil Wise & Son, Ripon 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Tuespay, July 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


pert Gzonce, Southsea, Sinai, Corset Maker 
Bares, Avouth Pet July 5 Ord July 
Boors, SAMUEL, Stockton Heath, ‘Chester, Builders’ 
Merchant Warrington Pet June 22 Ord July 5 
Coxg, RicHARD <> Pembury rd, Tottenham, Contractor 
‘fdmonton Pet May 30 Ord June 25 
CrowsTox, CHARLES, Gainsb porenee Lincoln, Bricklayer 
Lincoln Pet July 6 Ord Jul 
Buus, Hexry Owes, Bangor, desghesd Bangor Pet 
July5 Ord July 5 
Tamas,» Hay Mills, Birmingham, Builder Birming- 
Pet May 30 Ord July 5 
Feu, aos, Victoria st, Engineer High Court Pet June8 
ul 
gy Ae Ernest, Charing Cross rd, Billiard Ball 
Turner High Court Pet var 6 Ord J uly 6 
<, Leeds, Tailor’s Foreman Leeds Pet 
rd July 4 
bling J Northampton, 


, Georce Rowse, - ‘ageene 
wale Ht orthampton Pet July4 Ord July 
Howat, CHARLES, ae Commercial ane Cardiff 
Pet July 5 


Ord J 
IvoraM, JOBN + hal South 1 Norwood Croydon Pet May 21 
June 26 

Pa Hexry Cosrrt, Coleman st, Solicitor High 
Court Pet April2é6 Ord July 7 

Jesxins, ALEXANDER Capwcan Morais, Leadenhall st 
General Merchant High Court Pet March 2 ord 

ul; 

iene a Llianelly, ‘e-¥s! House Furnisher 
Carmarthen Pet July 4 Ord July 5 

Locerrs, ALEXANDER ABRAHAM, Camberwell Green, Tailor 
High Court Pet July7 Ord July 7 

Lovegrove, WILLIAM JAMES, —s Commission Agent 
Reading Pet July4 Ord July 4 

Manniort, fREDERICK JoHN,and ALFeEepD O’Brien, Irthling- 
borough, Northampton, Cycle Dealers Northampton 
Pet June 15 Ord July 7 

Muuiins, Frayk, Southfield gdns, weit, Plumber 


Bren. rd PetJuly4 Ord July 4 
Nicutiaatz, Earnest, Preston, Cycle Dealer Preston 
Pet June 26 Ord July 6 
Pet June 23 


Owes, ee | Rhy!, Flint, Grocer Bangor 
Ord July 6 

Panis, Eogar Gissoy, Holmwood rd, | en eemee Clerk 

andsworth Pet July5 Ord July 

Panxer, Rosert BurT_er, inne, ‘baker Nottingham 
Pet July5 Ord July 

Pivas, Joun, Darnall, Sheficld, Machine Worker Sheffield 
Pet July6 Ord July 6 

ae <% ie Ilfracombe, Baker Barnstaple Pet July 5 

y5 

Ricawoxp, Gzorce, Malvern Wells, Worcester, Ironmonger 

Worcester Pet July6 Ord July 6 


Row.e1t, Tuomas, Wolverhampton, Baker Wolver- 
ton Pet July5 Ord July 5 
Suir Ancuer, Chiswick, Grocers Brentford Pet 


June 22 Ord July 6 

Surra, Hagey, a Lincs, Stone Mason Boston Pet 
July Ord July 5 

Sotty, Taomas Henry, Oldham, Theatrical Artist Oldham 
Pet July5 Ord July 5 

Sovrnweit, Epwarp Buckincuam, North Finchley, Dealer 
in House Property Barnet Pet March 19 Ord April 26 

Brevensox, WALTER, St James’ rd, Bermondsey High 
Court Pet May 29 Ord June 28 

ye ot omy Hoitmr, Queea Anne’s Bate, Stock Dealer 

Court Pet June 13 Ord July 

tous Owen, Five Oak Green, a. Kent, Wheel- 
wright Tunbridge Wells Pet Julys Ord July 6 

ee) Wuu1am, Putney Wandsworth Pet J ay 6 Ord 


Wess, Many Axy, Caverswall, oe, Beer Seller Stoke 
upoa Trent Pet June 26 Ord July 6 
Wirseiserc, Harnis, Commercial rd, Whitechapel High 
Court Pet Junel4 Ord July 5 
Witkixson, <omen Worth Village, se Yorks, 
Joiner Bradford Pet July5 Ord July 
Wiser, Eowaxp Lawson, Leeds, Coal Merchant Leeds 
Leeds Pet June19 Ord July 4 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baisuaw, Epwarv Erngst, Margate, School Proprietor 
July 19 at 9 30 Off Ree, 63 Castle st, Canterbury 

Bavgr, Abert Grorae, Sou sea, Hants, Corset Maker 
daly 19at3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, ‘High st, Ports- 


Bova Rates Waiaut, Whitchurch, Salop, Cheese Factor 
oon hen at 10.30 Royal Hotel, Crewe 
iomas WiLLiam, Swinton, Lancs, Draper July 18 
bar Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


i Aaeer Joun, Ealing, Butcher “July 19at12 14, 
row 
Ceovcs, Gzonax, Hockley, Birmingham, Builder July 18 
» ALBERT Joun, Cardiff, Engineer July 18 at 11 
117, 8t Mary st, Carditf 
, anne Jul 
18 at 12.30 Off Reo, 8, King st, N P 
Fait, Jony, Victoria at, *Bapinee sre 20 at 11 
Faasen, Sipney Manser, Charing Cross rd, Billiard Ball 
me. July 20at12 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 
le Hill, Glos, Coach Builders July 18 at1216 O 
Reo, 26, Baldwin rin st, Bristol 
22, base row, Leeds 

Baus ar Saco Patricroft, Lancs, Butcher July 18 at 


at 11 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Off 
WARDS, Hevay, Walsoken. Seng 
Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, Carey ‘at 
Watrer Henay, and Frank WiLuaM Sees | 
ber | MON , Tailor’s Foreman July 18 at 11.30 
, Byrom st, Manch hester 


Mouse, oo. Preston, Lan’ in aeettes July 18 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st P 


Hueugs, Weesan Bangor. Pork Butcher July 20 at 2.15 
British Hotel, Bangor * 4 


JENKINS, Aabeauban Ge Capwoan Morais, Leadenhall st, 
——. Merchant July 18 at it Bankruptcy plage, 


arey st 

Jenkins, Davin Jouy, Aberayon, Glam, Grocer July 20 
Off Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Jounson, Euity JANE, Headless Cross, Redditch, Warwick, 
G July 20at 11 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Grorck James Baraert, Marston, From 

erset, Insurance Agent July 18 at 11. o Of Ree, 

me 26, Seg a Jel Deisbi 

aa, Wii11AM, Selsey, Sussex 18 at 11.45 in 

Hotel, Chichester . 2 


Lows, Cuaupg E D, Buckhurst, Essex July 18 at 2.30 
Bankru bldgs, Carey st 


ptcy y 

Moopy, Tuomas, Bury st, Edmonton, Florist July 20 at 3 
14, Bedford row ¢ 

Morais, Epwakrp Joux, Welshpool, Montgomery, Grocer 
July 19 at 11.3). Off Rec, 22. Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

Morris, Haroip PARKER, Cornford grove, ham, 
Auctioneer July 18 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Morris, Joszrn, Plymouth July 18 at 11 Off Rec, 6, 
Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 

—_ Pare Hicks, Chichester, Schoolmaster July 19 at 

0.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

e.g James Nurratt, hg eee Leather Currier 
July 20 at11 Angel Hotel, Chesterfi 

Owen, Jonny, Rhyl, Flint, Grocer July = at 11.30 Crypt 
chmbrs , Eastgate row, Chester 

PARKER, CuRISTOPHER Puiuipson, Whitley Bay, Northum- 
berlard, Fancy Draper July 18 at 11 Off Ree, 30, 
Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Proxasino, Assos, | Leicester, Picture Dealer July 18 at 
12.30 


P . Chi —— Wie “Phot phi Jul 
——— ie ppe' m. ts, Photographer 

30 Of Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol of 
oui — Higher Broughton, Salford, Lancs, 


Grocer July i8at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Pratt, Toomas WILLIAM, Nottingham, Butcher July 18 
at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Noitingham 
Rosrnson, Wirran Jou, Twickenham, Engineer July 19 
at3 14, row 
Srar.e, Tuomas, “Rackham Common Farm, Pulborough, 
oe oh July 19 at 10.45 Off Ree, 4, Pavilion blags, 
righto 
Smuirn, Harry, Boston, Lincs, Stonemason July 26 at 
12.15 Off Rec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 
rd, Bermondsey July 18 
atil Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


SrevENsON, Watrer, St James’ 

Sumyer, Faank Hotme, Queen Anne's gate, Stock Dealer 
July 20 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Tempter, G@ W, Broad Green, Croydon July 20 at 11.30 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Wirseisere, Hannis, Commercial at rename July 
19at12 Bankruptcy bidgs. Carey st 

WIxrixson, Joseru, Worth ~— Keighley, Yorks, 
Builder July 2at3 Off Ree, 29, si st, Bradford 

Wituiams, Taomas Epwarp, Hoviiel’a ristol, Contractor 
July 18 at 21 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Winter, Epwarp Lawson, Leeds, Coal Merchant July 18 

Ww at ll sou Ot Gensel Game ios dei ask 

RIGHT, THUR, Gt Yarmouth, Carpenter y 18 at 12 
or Ree, 8, King st, Norwich’ 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

Asurorp, Marx hep ayy row, Islington High Court 
Pet June 15 "Ord Jul : “ 4 

Bayer, ALBERT F mente foctiem, Hants, Corset Maker 


Portsmouth Pet July5 Ord J uly 5 
rer Avruonse Turopors Faxcourt, Laurence Pount- 
~- Financial Agent High Court Pet May 8 


aly 7 
Buuief, Cuarues Joux, Gt Yarmouth, ° ype Auctioneer 
Yarmouth Pet June2 Ord J 

Crowston, CHARLES, ugh, Bidklayer Lincoln 
Pet J uly 6 Ord Jal: 

DE eye i ‘et James’s pl High Court Pet 
March 31 Ord 

Exurs, Henry Sad * rynhendre, Bangor, Shepherd 
Bangor Pet July5 Ord J Chain 7 

Fraser, Stpyey Ernest, Charing Cross rd, Billiard Ball 
Turner High Court Pet Mee | e “Ord July 6 

QGisss, Stpney Wituiam, Chariwood, Surrey, Builder 
Croydon Pet May 15 Ord July 5 

Go.tpman, Simon, Leeds, Tailor's Foreman Leeds Pet 
July4 Ord July 4 

Hircucox, Wituam Simpson, Argy)l st, i, Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet June 22 Ord Jul 

Howe tt, Cuar.es, ee Commercial Sone Cardiff 
Pet July5 Ord J 

Israx., Henry a Extech Kilburn Priory High 
Court Pet April 30 ‘Ora Jul 

Licutsurn, Taomas Bee oa Wituram Licutsvry, 
Long Benton, North ~s"—Th Builders Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet July2 Ord July 

Loaetrr, ALEXANDER pomaoo A “Camberwell green, Tailor 
High Court Pet July7 Ord July 7 

Lovegrove, WILLIAM JAMEa, eo Commission Agent 
Reading PetJuly4 Ord July 4 

Panis, Eogar Gipson wood rd, Streatham, Clerk 
Wandsworth Pet July5 Ord July 5 

Parker, Curistopager Par.ipson, itley Bay, —— 

umberland, Newcastle on Tyne P 

July 4 Ord Jul 

Parker, Ropert eile’ Lenton, Nottingham, Baker 
Ni Pet July5 Ord July 5 

Pius, Joun, Darnall, Sheffield, e Worker Sheffield 
Pet July 6 Ord July 6 

Ranany, 3e — Ilfracombe, Baker Barnstaple Pet July 5 


Ricamonp, ei Mebresn Welly, Worcester, Inonmonger 
Worcester Pet July 6 uly 6 

Ror, Groner, Linthorpe m gt AF Hill, Insurance 
Clerk High Court Pet March zi Ord July 5 
Row.err, Tuomas, ve. Baker Wolver- 





Sarr, Cuaries Victor, Tanbridge Wells, Corn Merchant 
Tanbridge Wells Pet May 81 Ord June 25 
Stone Mason Pet 


Sarr, Haery, Boston, Lincs, 
July5 Ord July 5 
ae tj Bedminster, Bristol Bristol Pet June 25 


So.ty, ‘Taowas Hewrey, Church In, me Theatrical 
Artist Oldham Pet July5 Ord Jul 
"= Lewis, Green Lanes, Ccuneseocial Traveller 
High Court weer. bgt a 
To.tuurst, Owes, t, Wheelwright Tunbridge 
Wells Pet July 6 Ora a Jair 
ae =P Wititam, Putney Wandsworth Pet July6 Ord 
y6 
Wuistox, Taomas Parr, Sou’ eH Hair Dresser 
a Pet July2 Ord J 
Vet ee —s, Worth Village, "Keighley, Yorks, 
Pet July 5 Ord Jal 
Waar yx Gt Yarmouth, Compeuner” ot Yarmouth 
Pet July4 Ord July6 


Amended notice substituted for that ean in the 
London Gazette of June 26 : 


a Am Rastrick, oe Sethe, Insurance Agent 
ax Pet J une at Ord June 21 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Samuets, James, Wrerham, Haberdasher 
Adjud March 28, 1893 Anaul June 20 


London Gasetie.—Faivay, July 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Askew, Wituiam Cartes, pene, nr Leeds, Baker 
Leeds Pet July11 Ord July 11 

Arressury, Frepesick Wit.iam, Clarendon rd, Kensi! 
ton, Builder High Court Pet June 13 Ord Jaly 10 

Bromuey, Joun RovutigpGce. Radcliffe. Lancs, Commission 

ent Bolton Pet July7 Od July 7 

Boureiw., Josera, St Helens, Lancs, Tailor Liverpool 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Came ae, Derby, Fishmonger Derby Pet July 9 


Wrexham 


Carrer, Bieer, and Harry Wuaeat ey, Baleall Heath, 
Worcester, Wire Workers Birmingham Pet July 10 


Ord July 10 

Cuagies, Davip, Llantarnam, a, Builder Newport, 
Mon’ Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Crocker, F, Morpeth ter, Westminster High Court Pet 
May 11 Ord July 0 

ee Joux, Liseard, Provision Broker Liverpool 
Pet July9 Ord July 9 

Dearstry, Taomas Witwiam. Gloucester, Sauce Manu- 
facturer Gloucester Pet RA 11 Ord July 11 


Epwarps, Davip, Ystrad Rhondda, - re Watchmaker 
Pontypridd Pet J ualy9 Ord July 9 


Garrrirus, Tom, Cwmsitiog, Mon, Grocer Tredegar Pet 
July 11 Ord July 11 

Ham, = Ricaagp, Truro, Baker Truro PetJuly9 Ord 

y9 

Harrison, WILLIAM Recon. Kingston wu Hall, Con- 
sulting ingston upon H Pet June 16 
Ord July 

Havanria, , Pe Tennant, Strand, Medical Agent 

Court Pet ig 10 ‘Ord iow 10 

Savane, ALFRED, General Dealer 
Burton on Trent Par daly July 0 Pont’ ap 10 

Henry Srexatees & Co, Irormong-r In, Clevpside, 
Architects High Court Pet June 19 19 * Ord July 9 

Horrmann, (a 4 N . Lace Warehouseman 
Nottingham Pet July ll Ord Tuly ll 

ee 5 > oy he Leeds, Glass Stainer Leeds Pet July11 


Jourerox, ty FS Harvey, West Wickham, Kent, tre 
ion Agent Croydon Pet 


‘et July 10 Ord July 10 
Laws —— James, Luton, w Hat 
July 11 Ord July il 
ae. Heney CHares, , Essex, 
igh Court Pet June 19° Ord July ll 
Parvece, Groxuce Kvox, Bradford, Grocer Braditord Pet 
July 11 Ord July 11 
Rarsspow, Francis Do Vat, Boscombe, Hants, Tobacconist 
Southampton Pet July9 Ord sted, 9 
Savage, Joun Groroe, has = Notts, Drysalter 


Nottingham Pet Jul Ord 
Sarra, Georce Hastam, sien Bok Retailer Croydon 
Waldingfield, 


Pet July9 Ord July 9 
Tay or, Josern Sesser, | wt ee, 
Suffolk Colchester yal it il Ord Jaly a 
—— , aaa’ Staly cites: 

ender Laue Pet July 11 ‘Ord July + 
es =o Lirw bor fo) Draper 
Pet June 28 Ord Jul : 
Torr, Georer, Hirckley, , Builder Leicester Pet 
July 10 Ord wes 10 
Watsa, Jon, Davonport Plymouth Pet May 23 Ord 


Wuireseap, Hawsy Naytor, Ackworth, 
Ea , Coan Sree Wakefield Pee daly 
uly I 


Woop, Geatnae Frank Crosatr, Greenhith ent, Com- 
mercial Cierk Rochester Pet July 10 Ord July 10 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Arrerauay, Farosaick Witt, 
sington, July 23 at 


Clarendon rd, Ken- 
1 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Biacu, eure. 2 Paty. Mes Lope Fancy Dealer July 
21 
eat.f Joun Rouriepar, Redelitfe, a, Canaan 
Agent July at3 19, st, Bol 
ning Saly 23 at 12 


Cnarman, ae ol Daviv Ervii, 
on, "Tuon as, Sounth wpe, Raaine July 21 at 11 Of 





hampton Pet July5 Ord July 5 4 


me. Maury’ ag Gt Grims' 
Cian = , Morpeth Westminster July M4 at 11 
uskrageey bidgs, Carey 
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Caowstor, Caar.es, G borough, Bricklayer July 21 at 
12 Off Rec, 31, paver st, Lincoln 
Licensed Victualler 


Drepes, Isapet JANE. 
estminster Bridge 


strad Glam, Watchmaker 
July 23 at 3 135, tye Merthyr Tydfil 

FLErousr, — Axstz, Metiaghen, Lace Manufacturer 
= 2% at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pi, Park st, 


Gress, Sipsyzr Witiiam, ego Surrey, ~ a July 
24at 11.30 132, York rd, Wi 

Haey, Ricwanp, Truro, Baker July 23 at 12 "or Rec, 
‘Boscawen st Truro” 

Haverrieyp, Faas ere Strand, Medical Agent 
July 23 at 11 Bankrupte Sew Carey st 

Hawrnosyz, Grorcr Bees, orthampton, popsiies 
Dealer July 23 at 12 Off Rec, Bridge st, North- 


Heyay Atexaxper & Co, Ironmonger In, Cheapside, 
Architects July 24at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
— Wruttam L, Beckenham, Farmer July 23 at 
132, Tork +4, Westminster 
Hirox, Fagus, Boltan, Lancs July 25at3 19, Exchange 
Howsz11, Caaares, Cardiff wep gt seovdite July 21 
at12 Off Rec, 117, St 
Loraonovs, Wrrttam Jaues, ~~ Agent 
July %ati2 14, ve row 
McIsaac, Tuomas, East Sheen —— July 23 ot 11.30 
132, York rd, Westminster B 
Manarort, Faeprrice Joun,enkAtaeen 0’ Batex, Irthling- 
. Northam , Cycle Dealers July 24 at 11 
Off Rec, Bridge st, 
Nosss, Antave Ricuarp, ao Suffolk, Carter July 21 
Parker, Rosert Berier, tome? Nottingham, Baker 
July 24 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
Petricrove, WILLIAM Tnomas, Losey, Wesceme orcester, —— 
Aug 2at 10.15 Law Courts, Lo st, West Brom- 
Portis, Hexzxy Cuartes, Wanstead, Essex, Commission 
oun July 25 at 12 "Bankruptcy pidge, Carey at 
—_ cons, —— Baker July 23 at 3 3.15 94, 
Batssow, ieee i ‘Vat, Boscombe, Hants, Tobacconist 
July 23 at 2.30 Of Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High 
st, thampton 
Rezeve, Witua™ onan, Oxford July 21 at 12 1, St 
Aldates, Oxfor: 


— Resecca _ Catuzatxe, Liverpool, Lodging 
nor oe July 24 at 12 of Rec, 35, Victoria 

Bowzetr, Tomas, Wolverhampton, Baker July 24 at 11 
ofr » Wolverhampton 

SzaBecok, awe, Reading, Poulterer July 26 at 12 


Queen’s 
Sante, Wittiax Hexer, and Humeseer Azones, Acton In, 
ae July Bat 3 lf, Bedford row, 


a Atreep, Stockport, Cycle Dealer July 24 
Off Rec, Castle chm rs; 6, ,Vernon st, Stockport 
Preir Pe notice substituted for that geseass in the 
London Gazette of July 


ee Jous, Aberavon, Glam, ee July 20 at 
3 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Ascew, Witt gaya pan nr Leeds, Baker Leeds 
Pet July 11 Ord Jul 

Piyeeowt, * Plate Dealer Plymouth Pet 
May 26 Ord July 10 

ar Weybridge Kingston, Surrey Pet 

¥ st, Solicitor 
| Pongits High 


Broomzz, Caantes Epwanp 


Court Pet June 12 
,Joux Rovriepesz, liffe, Lanes, Commission 
Agent Bolton Pet July 7 7 Ord July 7 
Joszra, 8t Helen’s, Lancs, Tailor Liverpool Pet 
July 10 Ord July 10 
eer Eorrs, , Fishmonger Derby Pet July 9 
Cuanias, Darip Mon, Builder Newport, 


Liantarnam. 
Mon’ Pet July 10 Ord July 10 


Ji Liscard, Pewisten 
Pet Sealy 9 Ord July 9 


Davis, Wisse Heser, Essox st. 
Accountant 


Broker Liverpool 


ir 


Ord July 11 
Patazawx, Cuactes, Hey Mills, 


irmingham, Builder 
Pet May 20 Ord a 11 

= ‘com, Cwmsaifiog, Grocer Tredegar Pet 
name nian, Teuso, Baker Truro Pet July 9 Ord 


‘aly 11 Ord Joly 11 
Hazes, Josera Taouss Hazcovar, Gauden Cla ¥ 
8 Ost dale 
Medical Agent 





Engineer Wandsworth Pet A 
Haveerierp, Peart eeene 
Hawniss, Bn "inka Done, _ ome 
Burton on Trent Pet July 10 —<ae 


i, Sow Jaurs, Weaste , Tailor Man- 

Pet May 31 Ord July 9 

Horruaux, Gorriize, Nottingham, Lace Warchouseman 
Mettiogham Pet Jaly 11 Ord July 11 

Horr, Arecet Eowsnv, Navestock, Essex, Licensed 
Victualler Pet Jane 18 Ord duly 7 

Fp a pom Lees Leeds peers uO Suty 11 | 

Le Laton, Straw Hat Man Luton 
Pas at “Ord July 11 


Puatt, Tacuss Witsian, Mottin, Ni P 
pe My wee a y “ sham Nottingham Pet 


7 
peg wouar Kxox,  Beadtord, Grocer Bradford Pet | Wistsans, Josuru 


Saby 11 Ord July 11 





| Wateworrn, ag 


Pet July sa Jal ages 
0 
Srevexson Water, St James’ ize” Orda { High 

Court Pet Ma: 


y 29 Ord J 
Savace, Joun ee West Brid ty Notts, Drysalter 
Nottingham Pet July 9 


ng! gely Ord 
Taytor, Peter, Stalybridge, Chesten? 
Ashton under L; Pet July 11 ‘Ord J uly 11 
Torr, Gzoree. Hine’ | aes ass Builder Leicester Pet 
July10 Ord July 
bate nae ARD Auer, Woolwich High Court Pet June 


Waiteugap, yj al Narioz, Ackworth Moor Top, 
Pontefract, General Dealer Wakefield Pet July 11 
Ord July 11 

WIxtTExs, (> hn Lawaoy, Leeds, Coal Merchant Leeds 
Pet June19 Ord July 6 

Woop, Caartes Frank Carossiz, Greenhithe, Kent, 
Commercial Clerk Rochester Pet July 10 Ord July 10 


Amended notice substituted for that ene t in the 
London Gazette of June 22 


Carptax, Atsert Jonx, The Grove, 
Brentwood Pet May 14 Ord June 20 


Ratrpow, Fraxcts Dv Vat, Bosco! 
Assistant Southam 


Ealing, Butcher 


London Gazeite.—Turspay, July 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Batty, Groncz Askew, Seacteenetags, Yorks Sheffield Pet 
July 12 Ord July 12 
Baxiiss, Georez Wit.1am, Hendy, Carmarthen, Licensed 
ictualler Carmarthen Pet July 13 Ord July 13 
Grorcsz, Buckland, Portsamouth, Stonemason 
mouth Pet July 14° Ord Ord July 14 
Beapitzy, Water Georce, ton on Severn, Glos, 
Cycle Dealer Gloucester Pet Peay 13 Ord Ji uly 13 
Burcess, Ratpx Argtaue, and Freperice Isaac Burcess. 
Westbury, Wilts, Builders Frome Pet July14 Ord 
y 
Cuamsers, Reosex, Birmingham, Cycle Manufacturer 


Birmingham Pet June ry Ord July 13 


Bz aa 
Ports 


Craske, Watter James, Gt Yarmouth, Grocer Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet July 14 Ord July 14 
Cooxe; Taomas Henry, Edgbaston, Birmingham, ama 
Traveller Leominster Pet May 17 ° July 13 
Dear.z, Atraep Taomas, Reading, Commercial Traveller 
ing Pet Jaly 13 Ord July 13 
Faoutcn, Jauzs Axprew, St Dunstan’s hill, Eastcheap 


is Court Pet April 24 Ord July 13 : 

Gus, —y Birmingham, Chiaa Dealer Birmingham 
June 26 Ord July 12 

Gurrira Jos ery Ricuano, and none Matcous Sumo, 

garden, Umbrella Manufacturers 

-y~ty Pet Sais: 12 Ord July 12 

Hast, 'HOMAS peean, Abingdon, Berks Oxford Pet 

July 13 Ord July 13 
Heap, a Hexey, Diss, No: eo Licensed Victualler 
Pet July 12 Ord July 
Hosss, ce AMES, poucee, Hay Marchant Aberavon Pet 


July 14 Ord Jul: 
Hooxs, Oastaxpvo, rpe le Soken, pa, Family Baker 
Ord J om foe 


Colchester Pet July: 13 
How, a, yf then, 8 uilder Wandsworth Pet 


JoxEs, lm " Vetradgyulais, Breco 
Victualler Aberavon Pet July 13 Ord Taly 

Joygs, Jcua Evyroy, ‘ket ‘borough, Lricester 
Leicester Pet July 12 Tyaa, Bie 12 

Jemma, ——- p eee afl, Manager Merthyr Tydfil 

uly 12 Ord July 12 
Kon, , Re Kensal rd, Upper Westbourne Park, 
Baker High Court Pet July id Ord July 14 

Lisumax, Joux, Barmow in Furness, Grocer Barrow in 
Furness Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Livisestox, Axpaew, Roker, = Innkeeper Sun- 
derland’ Pet June 18 Ord July 1 

Maem, eee Jewin st, Tailor High Court Pet May 18 


Mzapvows, a ed TER, Peete, Builder Greenwich Pet 
July 11 Ord Jul 
, Wilts, Carrier Salisbury 


Newmax, James, 
Pastrzipce, ArgtuueSt Groot, and Hzexay Fasez, is ju jun 


rca 


Whi 
Pet July 12 Ord July 12 
o- be Spitalfields High Court Pet July 3 
y 
Rerxo.ps, Gzozce Jovies, Southsea, Hants, Stationer 
Portamouth Pet July11 Ord July 11 
Bouressvec, Lazaavs, th Pan, Tobacconist 
Edmon' Pet June 15 Ord July 9 
Saurer, octen, Attercliffe, Sheffield, Bricklayer Sheffield 
Pet yA Ord July 14 
Suzemas, Berwanv, Devonshire sq High Court Pet April 
. 20 so " 
mzRWin, ALFaED, Kingston Thames, poamonerr 
oe , Surrey Pet July in Ord Jul 
Srizy, fame} Bradford, Grocer Brodiord “F Pet June 28 
uly 1 
a “Hy Ly ae Ofer, Fete, Canvas Manufacturer 
‘ees Pet July'5 Ord July 11 
ae Wiutam Artavr, Doncaster, Grocer Sheffield 
Pet June 19 Ord Jaly 12 
Tay.on, Hexny, Furness, Bovine Barrow in 
Furness Pet July 14 Leechs Ae 
Taomas, Wiitiam, Aberaman, pauaen, Glam, Collier 
Aberdare Pet et July 18 Ord July 


ees hen gy “wey: ym Motes Tydfil, Platelayer 
Vests, oy "easter, Victualler Exeter Pet 
June 27 


Vowz, Haney Laundryman Eastbourne Pet 
Jaly1a Ord July 13° 
ke, Grocer Winchester Pet 
| Wee Ly. Ez t Winwore # High Court Pet June 22 
0 
Witisams, el Biaina, Mon, Mason Tredegar Pet 


July 12 Ord July 13 
vis, Manchester Galford Pet June 


daly 18 Ord J 


14 Ord July 12 











—== 
Wooncoox, Aurrep Rosert, Dover, Pork Butcher Canty, 
bury Pet July 14 Ord July 14 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Askew, Wiiitam Canter, Rothwell, nor Leeds, Baker 


July 25 at 11.30 Off rag Park row, Leeds 
Baker, Davin, Clothier July 25 at 11 


Bay is, Gzorer, Redditch, Rod Maker J 
12 '191, Corporation =, Birmig ham wSe 
Breatoyx, Gzorcz, Buckland, Portsmouth, Stonemaay 
Jui Off Ree, Cambridge juno, High ¢, 










Fishmonger July 25 at B Of 

» Derby 

Enwest, Tottenham, Contractor Jaly my 

4, Bedford row 

Exuer, Hzxer Rosgat, and Ausert Ersest Exyze, ¢ 
Yarmouth, Bootmakers July 25at3 Off Rec,8, 

F a = ee Pat July 27 2. YX 

‘OWLER, WILLIAM, ney at 12.30 1 ork 

Westminster bridge J . u 

Faouics, James AnpDaew, St Dunstan's hill, Eastcheuy 
July 26 at 11 Baukruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

GairritH, Joszex Ricwarp, and Roserr Macoie Sumy, 

rella Manutedion 





Henrietta st, Covent Crea Umb 
July 27 at uw Bunkruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Geirfiras, Tou, Cwmeifiog, Mon, Grocer July 25 at 9 
135, h st, gy 

Horruayn, Gorrrizs Lace Warehoussny 
July 27 atll Off Raw 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottinghan 

IreLvanp, Hesey Cusitt, Coleman st, Solicitor Taly at 
11 Bankru , Carey 

Jacxsoys, Tuomas, Glass oe taninr July 25at 11 Of 

ec, 22, Park row, 


Sone Juuia EyrTox, Market ar tary per Linge July 
Joxes, T —_ Mente "tra, Clam Gla, Manager Juh 
‘ON ns Twas 9 By % 
at’ 12" 185, High st, Merthyr : 
mucnianenaaen ED Som: >. ail Derby, Saddler 
July 25 at 11.80 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 
Locetre, ALEXANDER ABRAHAM, Cam ell green, Tailor 
July 25 at 2.30 Bankru tcy bldgs, Carey st ¥ 
Mayy, Joszpa, Jewin st, Tailor July27at12 Bankruptry 


ldgs, Carey st 

atouaeen, Fray, Twickenham, Plumber July 25at3 1 
Bedford row 

eet oy: Kawnest, Preston, Cycle Dealer July 2jatll 


ff Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
Sua CHARLES AUurreD, Catford, cr Beige July Bat 
Streatham, Clerk 


11,30 132, York rd, Westminst 

Pagis, Evaar Grssox, Holmwood 
July 27 at 11.80 182, York rd, Wertminster os 

Proms, Jon, Darnall, Sheffield, Machine Worker July 
at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield , 

Pusat Grorce Os Bradford, Grocer July % at! 

ff Rec, 29 29, Tyrrel st, Bradord 

me. “Guorar Joutzs, Southsea, Hants, 
July 26°at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, tig 4 
Portsmouth 

Ricamoyp, Georcs, Malvern Wells, Worcester, 
July 28 at 11.30 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Rutenserc, Lazarus, South Tottenham, Tobacconist Jaly 
25at12 14, Bedford row 

Savace, Joan Georce, West Bridgford, Notts, Drymlie 
July 26 at 11 Off Ree, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Suzrmax, Besnarp, Devonshire sq July 26 at 12 Bank 
ru bldgs, Carey st 

Simons, Frepenicx Arruvr, Gravelly Hill, Warwick, 
Ballders’ Merchant July 26 at 11 191, Corporations, 
Birmingham 

Soity, Taomas Henry, Oldham, Soptateet sae Aug 10 
at12 Off Rec Greaves st, O! 

areas, Wa res, were Grocer Jaly 26 at3 Off Ber, 


TarYLo James, Malston Mill, or ww Devon, 
A zB, 


Miller July 26 at 11 Off Rec, 
Plymouth 

Tarion, Petz, Stalybridge, Licensed Victualler July% 
at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Tavjos, Bs Rezs LLEWwELtyy, Bk tion a ae atl 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bi 

Tuomas, Wiruas, Pen 
Platelayer July 25at3 185, Lot my i are a 

Totuvest, Owex, Five Oak Green 
wright July 25 at 1230 Of Of hen, 4, ‘pavilion bide 


zoncE, Hinckley, Leics, Builder July 25 at 3 Of 

1, Bei ge st, Leicester 

Veatz, Jony, ses, Shamma | Victeaties July 26 af Ul 
Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Ex 

Vive, Haney, Eastbo mre, Laundryman July 25 at 11 Of 


Hes, 4. Pavilion bidge, att Sen Staffs, Beerseller July % 


King st, Newcastle, 
Wairrneap, Haney ine Ackworth Moor Top, Poste 
ract, General Dealer July 27 at 11 Off Reo, 6, Bool 


ter, Wakefield 
Wastin, A,  anane st July 26 at 11 Bankruply 


Wooo, CaaRies Ss Crossiz, Greenhithe Kent, Cam 
ercial Clerk July 20at 12 115, High st, Rochester 


— 


Torr 
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CALE + of CHARGES for ADVERTISE 
MENTS of WANTS, gro Partnerships, Money, 
Offices, Houses, &c., offered or required. 


Once, 3. 6. 
20 Words ls. 64, 


oa 2s, 84. 4a, 64. 
ay Sa, Od, 6a, Od. 108, 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring tt 
Soricrtors’ JOURNAL with ruler it is 
requested that application be made 
the Publisher, at! » Chancery-lane. 
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